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Tue four articles which compose the volume 
now presented to the British public appeared 
originally in the ‘Friend of India,” a periodical 
work conducted by the Missionaries at Seram- 
pore; and originated in the following circum- 
stances. Ram-mohun Roy, who had distin- 
euished himself in India by his spirited attacks 
on the prevailing system of idolatry, and by 
his benevolent efforts to convince his country- 
men of the inconsistency and guilt of female 
immolations, published about two years and a 
half ago ‘‘ The Precepts of Jesus, the Guide to 
Peace and Happiness.’ In the introduction to 
this work, which consisted simply of selections 
from the New Testament, he recommended to 


his countrymen the precepts of Jesus as tend- 
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ing to ‘‘ maintain the peace and harmony of 
mankind at large, and calculated to elevate 
men’s ideas to high and liberal notions of one 
God, while they were intelligible alike to the 
learned and the unlearned,” but aspersed the 
miracles of Jesus, by comparing them to the 
fabulous miracles of the Hindoo sages, and 
hence described them ‘‘ as apt at best to carry 
little weight with them.” This preface gave rise 
to the animadversions of ‘‘A Christian Mis- 
sionary,” the Rev. Mr. Schmidt, which were 
sent for insertion in the Friend of India, and 
to which the Editor of that work appended the 
observations contaimed in No. I. 

In reply to these observations there appeared 
soon after, ‘“‘An Appeal to the Christian Public 
in Defence of the Precepts of Jesus, by a Friend 
to Truth.” The Editor of the Friend of India, 
though then engaged in a more extended ex- 
amination of Ram-mohun Roy’s positions, felt 
himself constrained to lose no time in repelling 


the charge adduced against him, of having 
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“ violated truth, charity, and liberality,” by 
applying the term Heathen to the compiler of 
the Precepts of Jesus, as well as the charges 
brought against those who had renounced ido- 
latry and embraced Christianity. This reply 
appears the Second in the series. 

The fuller examination of Ram-mohun Roy’s 
opinions, mentioned by the Editor in the pre- 
ceding articles, is contained in No. III. of the 
present work. 

To this review Ram-mohun Roy published an 
answer, consisting of 173 pages, entitled “A 
Second Appeal to the Christian Public in De- 
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fence of the Precepts of Jesus,” the reply to 
which on the part of the Editor constitutes the 


last article of the present publication. 
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Observations by the Editor of the Friend of India, 
affived to a letter sent for insertion im that work 
_ by « A Christian Missionary,” on the subject 
. of Ram-mohun Roy’s publication entitled « The 
Precepts of Jesus, the Guide to Peace and 
Happiness.” 
[Friend of India, No. XX. February 1820.] 
SrNcE receiving the above remarks we have 
obtained a copy of the work to which they 
allude, which contains eighty-two octavo pa- 
ges, exclusive of the introduction. This work 
while it furnishes an overwhelming proof of the 
truth and excellence of the Sacred Scriptures, 
since an intelligent Heathen whose mind is as 
yet completely opposed to the grand design of 
the Saviour’s becoming incarnate, feels con- 
strained to acknowledge that the precepts of 
Jesus the Saviour are so fully consonant with 
truth and righteousness, so exactly suited to 
the circumstances of mankind—those of his own 
countrymen, as well as those of the western 
world, tend so evidently ‘to maintain the 
B 
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peace and harmony of mankind at large, and 
are so admirably calculated to elevate men’s 
ideas to high and liberal notions of one God, 
while they are intelligible alike to the learned 
and the unlearned,” that he feels constrained 
to recommend them to his countrymen as “ the 
Guide to Peace and Happiness.” While this 
recommendation of merely a part of the Sacred 
Scriptures, which ‘‘ cannot be broken,” form- 
ing as they do a harmonious whole, decides the 
question among the Hindoos respecting their pa- 
ramount excellence, and of course their Divine 
Origin: the manner in which this is done, as is 
justly observed by our highly esteemed corre- 
spondent, may greatly injure the cause of truth. 

It is well known that in Britain and on the 
Continent there are many who, while they do 
not openly deny Him, earnestly wish to de- 
erade the Redeemer -of the world to a level 
with Confucius or Mahomet, and to contem- 
plate Him as the Teacher and Founder of a 
Sect, instead of adoring Him as the Lord of all, 
the Redeemer of men, the Sovereign Judge of 
quick and dead. These, viewing the Compiler 
of this work as a man new to the subject and 
not yet biassed (as they term it) in favour of 
any system of doctrine, will insist on his being 
far more likely to discover the genuine meaning 
of the Scriptures, than those who, educated in 
a Christian country, have been conversant from 
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their youth with the generally received inter- 
pretation of Scripture ; and giving him full cre- 
dit for having examined the whole of the Sacred 
Writings in the closest manner, will be pleased 
beyond measure to find that, by the testimony 
of an intelligent and unprejudiced Heathen, 
they have in Jesus Christ a Teacher who can- 
not search the heart-—a Saviour Gf the name 
may be still used) who does not reduce them to 
the mortifying necessity of giving up all their 
boasted rectitude of intention and submitting 
unconditionally to his mere grace for salvation, 
—who, while He, in their opinion, duly appre- 
ciates their native goodness of heart by sub- 
mitting to them the noblest and most equitable 
precepts, never intends, as the Judge of all, 
to examine whether they cordially obey them, 
nor indeed lays claim to that Divine Nature 
which alone could render Him capable of judg- 
ing the secrets of the heart, the hidden springs 
of action, at the great and final day. Mean- 
while, the Deist and the Infidel will be no less 
delighted to find the miracles of Jesus Christ 
classed by a well-informed Hindoo with the 
Hindoo sage Ugusti’s drinking up the ocean in 
a fit of passion, and his causing the Vindhya 
mountains to prostrate themselves before him ; 
deseribed to his countrymen as being such, as, 
if narrated, ‘‘ would be apt at best to carry little © 
weight with them;” and hence represented as — 
B2 | 
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being better suppressed, though his precepts 
are excellent. Whether this decision, in which 
the enemies of Revelation will so much triumph, 
be the effect of a most careful and thorough 
examination of the Sacred Writings—-or of the 
absence of such examination, it is certainly im- 
portant to enquire, on account of the many op- 
posers of Divine Revelation still to be found in 
Europe ; but, as it is impossible to do justice to 
the enquiry in our present Number, we intend 
to take up the subject more fully in the first 
Number of the Quarterly Series, which we 
_ hope will appear in two months. 


If. | 
Remarks on certain Observations in « An Appeal 
to the Christian Public in Defence of the Pre- 
cepts of Jesus, by a Friend to Truth.” 
[Friend of India, No. XXIII. May 1820. ] 


Since publishing our last Number we have 
been favoured with the perusal of a pamphlet 
of thirty-two pages, which has just appeared 
under the title of «‘ An Appeal to the Christian 
Public in Defence of ‘the Precepts of Jesus,’ by 
a Friend to Truth ;” in which he begs ‘ to ap- 
peal to the public against the unchristianlike as 
well as uncivil manner in which the Editor (of 
the Friend of India) has adduced his cbjections 
to the compilation by introducing personality, 
and applying the term of Heathen to the com- 
piler.” Headds, ‘‘I say unchristianlike manner, 
because the Editor, by making use of the term 
heathen, has, I presume, violated truth, charity, 
and liberality, which are essential to Christia- 
nity in every sense of the word.” While we 
fully agree with this writer, that truth, charity, 
and liberality are essential to Christianity in 
every sense of the word, we must intreat per- 
mission to plead not guilty to this charge, not 
even in thought. 

Of the three generic terms applicable to na- 
tives of India, Christian, Heathen, or Musul- 
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man, the last was evidently inapplicable, if we 
were at all correct (as it now appears we were) 
in our conjecture relative to the compiler of the 
work in question; and of his wish to be deno- 
minated a Christian, the obscure hint conveyed 
by the “‘ Friend of Truth” in the present Appeal 
is the first we have received. But the candid 
author of the ‘‘ Guide to Happiness and Peace” » 
will readily perceive, that as we belong to that 
class who think that no one can be a real Chris- 
tian without believing the Divinity and the 
Atonement of Jesus Christ, and the Divine 
Authority of the whole of the Holy Scriptures, 
while we most cordially wish that he were al- 
together such, we could not term him a Chris- 
tian without a violation of our own principles. 
We apprehend however, that the term ‘‘ Hea- 
then” unless accompanied with adjuncts which 
mark it as reproachful, to which class we were 
not aware that “ intelligent” or “ unprejudiced” 
belongs, cannot be candidly construed into a 
term of reproach, when it has been so often ap- 
plied by the most eminent English divines to 
the best men who have ever appeared in the 
heathen world, and even to those who. have 
been most averse to the popular idolatry of 
their countrymen. We cannot but think there- 
fore, that this “‘ Appeal to the public against 
the unchristianlike, as well as uncivil conduct 
of the Editor of the Friend of India,” might have 
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been spared ; and that it required no very high 
exercise of the Christian virtues to avoid in this 
instance ‘‘ retaliation upon enemies, and the 
example of the Editors of the Friend of India.” 

The attempts of Ram-mohun Roy to burst 
the bonds of superstition in which his country- 
men have been held for so many ages, although 
they have gone no farther, and particularly his 
humane efforts in favour of that large portion of 
our unoffending Indian fellow subjects who are 
liable every day to be immolated on the funeral 
pile of their husbands, have given him a high 
place in our esteem. With our noticing the 
preface of the work in question, we feel assured 
its author is too candid to be offended. The 
ground he has himself so properly taken when 
investigating the works of his countrymen, for- 
bids us to think he can be offended with a calm 
and faithful investigation of any thing published 
by himself; and the circumstances of his own 
countrymen render the manner in which the 
Holy Scriptures may be introduced to them of 
the utmost importance. It will be at once 
granted that they alone are able to make the 
most ignorant wise unto salvation. But this 
depends wholly on the manner in which they 
are received. Ifa part of them alone be re- 
ceived because it contains certain valuable pre- 
cepts, while the rest is esteemed scarcely wor- 
thy of notice, the Holy Scriptures are not re-- 
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ceived as the word of God; they are stripped 
of their peculiar majesty and authority, and 
degraded to a level with the writings of men. 
But when stripped of those doctrines (or dog- 
mas) which enlighten the mind, awaken the 
conscience, and convert the soul, to those who 
thus receive them they are no longer the power 
of God unto salvation; they rather become a 
stone of stumbling, and a rock of offence. If 
the Holy Scriptures be therefore the only re- 
medy for the misery of mankind, it is scarcely 
possible to injure men more than by presenting 
them in such a way as shall destroy their effi- 
ciency, since this is robbing the diseased of 
their only chance of recovery. In the present 
circumstances of India, therefore, none who have 
its welfare at heart ought to be indifferent to a 
point so important. Whether the preface to 
Ram-mohun Roy’s work has this tendency or 
not, it certainly becomes him earnestly to con- 
sider, were it only for the sake of that respect- 
able body of his countrymen who are likely to 
regard the Sacred Scriptures precisely as he 
represents them. When to this he adds the 
effect which his representation of them is likely 
to have on those in Europe, who, while they 
call theniselves by the name of Christ, would 
gladly degrade him to a level with Confucius 
or Mahomet, and rather regard him as the 
Founder of a sect, than adore him as God over 
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all, blessed for evermore, we are ready to hope 
that his philanthropy will lead him to regret 
that he had not more deeply studied the whole 
of the Sacred Writings before he had thus de- 
livered his opinion of them. The examination 
of the reasonableness of this opinion we shall 
reserve, as already mentioned, for the first Num- 
ber of the Quarterly Series of the Friend of 
India, which is now in the press; in doing 
which while a regard to the best interests of 
mankind will not permit us to trifle, we trust 
that we shall not lose sight of that impartial can- 
dour which ought to pervade all discussions re- 
lative to the Sacred Writings. 

We feel constrained however, though with 
much regret, to add a remark or two on the 
observations of the “‘ Friend of Truth” in this 
Appeal, relative to the Circulation of the Scrip- 
tures, and to those Natives who have been bap- 
tized on a profession of faith in the Redeemer 
of men. In this instance we regret that the 
“Friend of Truth” had not previously sought 
the best information on the subject, which 
would have been cheerfully imparted had it 
been desired. He would then have learned 
that “ European Missionary gentlemen residing 
on nearly the same spot upwards of twenty 
years, (nothing of course personal in all this !) 
‘“‘had not distributed among the natives” num- 
berless copies of the complete Bible written in 
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different languages; for a few figures would 
express the number: and that these have not 
been * distributed in vain ;” for a degree of light 
has already gone abroad into various circles in 
India of which he can have little knowledge, 
which there is reason to hope will never be 
extinguished. 

With the “ dogmas taught by these Mission- 
aries which have completely counteracted 
their benevolent efforts,” the Friend of Truth 
is accurately acquainted, or he is not: if he be 
not, he should not have ventured this assertion ; 
but if he be, he knows that while they are the 
leading doctrines of the New Testament, they 
may be summed up in the two following posi- 
tions, that God views all sin as so abominable, 
that the death of Jesus Christ alone can expiate 
its guilt; and that the human heart is so cor- 
rupt, that it must be renewed by the Divine 
Spirit before a man can enter heaven. These 
two doctrines, with those connected with them, 
are the leading dogmas they have attempted 
to teach the heathen. But we may ask him, 
Without these two dogmas what is the Gospel ? 
To persuade men to accept the Gospel or receive 
the Scriptures without believing these, would 
be like persuading a man in a deadly disease 
to commit himself to a physician possessed of 
a specific remedy by assuring him that he shall 
never be troubled with his medicine. If teach- 
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ing Christianity to the natives of India with 
these dogmas has effected little, still that little 
is all clear gain to the cause of righteousness ; 
to have taught it without them would have ef- 
fected nothing; it must have left the Hindoos 
nearly as they were: a God ‘who does not 
abhor and justly punish all sin, is an idol still, 
a mere fiction of the imagination. Besides, 
this admirable way of circulating the Holy 
Scriptures by observing a profound silence re- 
lative to the dogmas they contain, must have 
ended in shame. Intelligent natives could 
scarcely have opened them without something 
of the dogmas already mentioned meeting them 
-at every page. To have circulated the Scrip- 
tures, therefore, while their distinguishing doc- 
trines were kept wholly out of sight, would 
only have led to a contempt of those engaged 
therein for their disingenuous conduct. 

The ‘‘ Friend of Truth” is not aware, how- 
ever, ‘“‘ that we can find a single respectable 
Musulman or Hindoo who were not in want of 
the necessaries of life, once glorified with the 
truth of Christianity, constantly adhering to 
it.” But does this prove that there have been 
none? may there not have been some without 
his being aware of it? Is he quite certain that 
he has carefully examined every case? We 
think he has not; and regret his venturing 
this assertion without such examination. Is it 
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a fact then that ‘‘ nearly all who have changed 
their faith, have been allured by other attrac- 
tions than by a conviction of the truth and rea- 
sonableness of these dogmas? By what means 
has this ‘‘ Friend of Truth” ascertained this? 
Has he examined the hearts and scrutinized the 
motives of hundreds of persons whom he can 
scarcely have seen? A ‘“ Friend of Truth,” 
however, should have done this before he pub- 
lished to the world his suspicion of their hy- 
pocrisy, otherwise he may have fixed a stigma 
upon upright characters, which they may never 
have an opportunity of removing. But ‘ they 
are nearly all employed or fed by their spiritual 
teachers.” This is a singular assertion. To be 
fed gratis then, and to live honestly by labour, 
are both marks of consummate hypocrisy! The 
coupling of these together was necessary, how- 
ever; for had the ‘‘ Friend of Truth” said, they 
are nearly all fed in idleness by their spiritual 
teachers, he must have forfeited all right to this 
appellation ; for of no one native convert, not in- 
capacitated forlabour by disease or old age, can 
it be said that he is fed in perfect idleness for 
embracing Christianity. But is constant la- 
bour so much the delight of the natives of 
India, that Brahmuns and men of the highest 
families in the Writer cast, of respectable 
moral character, are to be easily found, who 
will renounce all the honours of cast for 
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themselves and their posterity, for the sake of 
gaining eight or ten rupees monthly by steady 
and constant labour? How many Brahmuns 
and Kaystas have turned Musulmans with this 
view in the last twenty years? Yet we have 
seen men of this rank in Hindoo society for- 
sake the houses of their rich relatives in Cal- 
cutta, where they lived in ease and idleness, 
come to Serampore, and professing to believe 
the dogmas in question, submit, year after 
year, to a regular course of labour, proving 
themselves the most upright among all our 
native servants, and steadily resisting all so- 
licitations from their wealthy relatives to re- 
turn to a life of idleness and ease. The Mis- 
sionaries of Serampore have now in their 
employ thirteen of the Brahmun and Writer 
casts, men correct in their morals and upright 
in their conduct. Let the “‘ Friend of Truth,” if 
he be able, prevail on an equal number of pre- 
cisely the same rank (their morals we will 
- wave) to renounce for ever all the honours of cast 
for the sake of receiving, in a state of perfect 
idleness, the monthly sum these gain by labour. 
But till he can do this, ought he not, as a 
friend to truth, to forbear publishing sus- 
picions of base hypocrisy respecting those 
with whom he must be so imperfectly ac- 
quainted, merely because they have, profess- 
edly for Christ’s sake, preferred a life of ho- 
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nest and constant labour, though attended with 
the loss of cast, to a life of ease and worldly 
honour in a course which they deemed con- 
trary to the will of Him who created and re- 
deemed them? | 

But it is not a fact that nearly all these are 
either fed or employed by their spiritual 
teachers. ‘‘ Employed” we trust they are in 
some honest calling or other, for we inculcate 
it as a fundamental law of Christianity, that he 
who will not work should not eat. By their 
spiritual teachers, however, we are certain 
they cannot all be employed. We think that 
all their spiritual teachers in India besides, 
can scarcely employ an equal number with the 
Missionaries of Serampore; and for the infor- 
mation of this ‘‘ Friend to Truth” we will give 
him the exact number employed at Serampore. 
They amount to ¢thirty-five*, including both 
men and women, for Christianity by no means 
forbids the employment in honest labour of 
the latter as well as the former; and thirty- 
three servants equally faithful and correct in 
their moral conduct, they do not possess among 
several hundreds. Precisely the same labour 
is required of them, however, as of Musulman 
and Hindoo servants, which accounts for the 


* In addition to these there are perhaps from ten to fifteen 
Native Christian Itinerants employed by the Serampore Mis- 
sionaries in different parts of the country. 
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story of the ‘‘ rebellious” ones given in this 
Appeal. Certain natives had been excluded 
from Christian communion for vice ; for which, 
however, they were indebted to Hindooism, 
not to Christianity, and having as little relish 
for labour as for virtue, they left their employ- 
ments, which had been continued to them not- 
withstanding their exclusion; and prevailing 
on two or three weak men of better morals to 
join with them, they presented a Petition to 
the Bishop of Calcutta with the hope of living 
without labour. Upon this petition his Lord- 
ship wisely frowned, which made the profli- 
gate abscond, and the weak quietly return to 
their employ acknowledging their folly. From 
this brief statement the ‘‘ Friend of Truth” 
will see, that if there be indeed ‘“ a few hun- 
dreds of these native converts,” they cannot be 
all, or nearly all, employed by their spiritual 
teachers; and that the conduct of those em- 
ployed by them in preferring Christianity with 
a life of constant labour and the loss of worldly 
honour, to idolatry with a life of idleness, and 
all the honours of the cast, united with their 
correct moral conduct, ought rather to be es- 
teemed a proof of their sincerity in their pro- 
fession, than adduced as a proof of their hy- 
pocrisy. 

As the “ Friend of Truth” chose to affirm 
these things relative to the native converts 
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under our own eye, we have felt it a duty due 
equally to Christianity and to India, to be thus 
particular in our reply, although we have done 
it with much reluctance.—And if, previously to 
asserting any thing again on this subject, he 
will consult the Missionaries of Serampore, 
who must be fully acquainted therewith, and 
to the accuracy of whose statements in pe- 
cuniary affairs he himself bears witness, the 
most exact information will be given him; 
which for him thus to seek previously to 
charging a large body of his own countrymen 
with gross hypocrisy, will, we apprehend, be 
no dishonour to his character as a “ Friend of 
Truth.” 


Ill. 
Observations on certain Ideas contained in the In- 


troduction to ‘‘ The Precepts of Jesus the Guide 
to Happiness and Peace. Calcutta, 1820.” 


[Friend of India, Quarterly Series, No. I. Sept. 1820. ] 


A FEw months ago when it was announced 
that a Compilation from the four Gospels by a 
native of India (it was supposed Ram-mohun 
Roy) was in the press, designed for the use of 
his countrymen, much interest was excited in 
all who had witnessed his laudable endeavours 
to expose the folly of the system of idolatry 
universally prevalent among his countrymen. 
The idea of a well-informed Huindoo’s bearing 
witness to the authenticity and excellence of 
the Divine Writings, and recommending them 
to the perusal of his countrymen as being able 
to make them wise unto salvation through 
faith in Christ Jesus, delighted all who felt an 
interest in the happiness of their Indian fellow 
subjects, and regarded their reception of the 
Sacred Oracles in all their divine authority, 
as the grand means by which this could be 
secured. 

In proportion however as the friends of re- 
ligion were delighted with the idea of a Selec- 
tion from the Sacred Scriptures by a Hindoo, 
which should impart to the minds of his coun- 

Cc ~ 


18 


trymen his own ideas of their excellence, was 
their disappointment and regret, when they 
found that this Compilation, entitled ‘“‘ the Pre- 
cepts of Jesus the Guide to Happiness and | 
Peace,” instead of exhibiting these precepts 
as a sample of the whole Scriptures, and re- 
presenting them as affording indubitable proof 
of the authenticity of its narratives and the 
reasonableness and importance of its doctrines, 
were in reality separated from that Gospel, of 
which they form so important a part, and held 
up as forming of themselves the way of life; 
an idea which perverts the grand design of the 
Gospel, and frustrates the grace of God in the 
salvation of men, the apostolic axiom applying 
with as great force now as ever, “ If righteous- 
ness come by the law, Christ is dead in vain.” 

But great as was this disappointment, it was 
heightened by their perceiving that the In- 
troduction to this Compendium, instead of 
treating with reverence the other parts of the 
Sacred Oracles, unhappily tended rather to 
impugn them; the reader being told, that 
‘«« historical and some other passages are liable 
to the doubts and disputes of free-thinkers 
and anti-christians, especially miraculous re- 
lations, which are much less wonderful than 
the fabricated tales handed down. to the Na- 
tives of Asia, and consequently would be apt, 
at best, to carry little weight with them.” 
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These hints respecting the rest of the Sacred 
Writings, particularly when taken in connec- 
tion with the note added at the foot of the 
page as a specimen of these fabricated tales 
more wonderful than the miracles of Christ, 
** that Ugusti is famed for having swallowed 
the ocean when it had given him offence, and 
for having restored it by urinary evacuation ; 
and that at his command also, the Vindya 
range of mountains prostrated itself, and so re- 
mains ;” appeared likely to convey ideas of 
them, so contrary to that deep and just re- 
verence with which both the doctrines and the 
miracles they contain must be regarded, if 
they become the means of salvation, that those 
who duly venerate the Sacred Oracles could 
not but feel grieved that they should be thus 
held out to those, who, despising idolatry for 
its grossness and folly, might probably be en- 
quiring for something on which they might 
build their hopes of future happiness. 

It may be proper to observe, that we do not 
in the Jeast censure any one’s forming a Com- 
pilation from the Sacred Scriptures, whether 
it be of its preceptive, prophetic, or doctrinal 
parts. We not only think that Ram-mohum 
Roy had as fair a right to fix on the preceptive 
part, as any one else has to select its doc- 
trines, but that such a compilation might have 
been highly useful. But it is of importance 
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that every compilation be given as a sample 
of the Sacred Writings in all their excel- 
lence and importance, and not as a substi- 
tute for the whole; in such a way as to create 
a deep reverence for every part of the Scrip- 
tures, and not so as to depreciate the rest of 
the word of God. For a Compilation, there- 
fore, to be represented as containing what is 
peculiarly excellent in the Divine Writings, 
and other parts to be described as compara- 
tively of little value, we think highly injurious 
to them, and to the best interests of men. 
It is on this ground that we regret the manner 
in which this Compilation is introduced to the 
natives of India: for what the Introductory 
Preface strongly intimates, the ‘‘ Defence” of 
the work since published actually affirms, 
that ‘‘it is too true to be denied, that the 
Compiler of these moral precepts separated 
them from some of the dogmas and other mat- 
ters, chiefly under the supposition that they 
alone were a sufficient guide to secure peace 
and happiness to mankind at large.” These 
moral Precepts were, then, presented to the Na- 
tives of India as being of themselves sufficient 
to secure happiness and peace to mankind, 
while the great Doctrines of salvation were 
omitted as comparatively unimportant,—and 
even the Miracles of Christ, to which he him- 
self refers the Jews as calculated to com- 
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mand belief, should they refuse his teaching, 
were omitted, as apt at best to carry little. 
weight with them, being much less wonderful 
than the fabricated tales handed down to the 
natives of Asia. How different his idea of 
these miraculous works must be from that of 
Jesus himself, will appear in the sequel. 

We cannot but consider it as a duty we owe 
to the cause of truth, to our Hindoo fellow- 
subjects, and even to the Compiler himself, 
to enquire, whether his thus treating the 
doctrines of Christianity arose from want of 
proof in the Sacred Writings respecting them, 
or from his want of diligence in weighing and 
examining those proofs of them which must 
have fallen in his way, not only while making 
this Compilation, but which are decidedly im- 
plied in many of the precepts inserted there- 
in. In doing this, were we to have recourse 
to the authority of Christ’s Apostles whom he 
commissioned to promulgate his doctrines after 
his ascension, we might demonstrate their 
truth and importance by an overwhelming 
cloud of witnesses. But, uncertain as we are 
whether the Compiler reposes equal confidence 
in the doctrines of the Apostles as in those 
taught by Christ himself, we shall confine our- 
selves to those furnished by the authors of the 
Gospels alone. 

in making this enquiry we are assisted 


22 
by two data furnished by the very title of this 
Compilation. The precepts of Jesus are termed 
‘‘the way to happiness and peace.” To de- 
serve this name, however, not only must they 
have been delivered by one whose veracity is 
indubitable, but by one most thoroughly ac- 
quainted with the connexion subsisting be- 
tween the creature and the Creator, and with 
the nature and state of mankind. Without 
the former they could be of no value; without 
the latter they would be totally inapplicable to 
the state of men, and could no more ensure 
happiness to mankind than the laws of Draco 
secured happiness and peace to Athens. What- 
ever Jesus has said, therefore, deserves full ac- 
ceptance for its truth, and the knowledge it dis- 
plays both of God and of man. Further to render 
the Precepts of Jesus a sure guide to happiness 
and peace, we require the most perfect veracity 
and accuracy in the Narrators of these sayings 
and precepts. As Jesus wrote nothing him- 
self, our having a single saying of his delivered 
as really spoken, depends on the veracity of 
the relators, and the accuracy of their informa- 
tion. The truth, benevolence, and wisdom of 
Jesus, and the faithfulness and accuracy of the 
four Evangelists, then, being so fully conceded 
in the very title given to this Compendium, we 
confess ourselves quite at a loss to account for 
the Compiler’s not being convinced, even by 
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their testimony alone, of the truth and im- 
portance of those doctrines which must have 
met him so often while forming this compila- 
tion. 

1. To begin with the most abstruse, and yet 
the most important of these, the Deity of Jesus 
Christ, is there no evidence afforded by Jesus 
himself respecting the truth of this doctrine ? 
Can any evidence be desired more conclusive 
than the witness he has even obliquely given of 
himself? We have already supposed his ve- 
racity to be indubitable, his knowledge of God 
and of created beings to be perfectly accurate, 
and his love of virtue and goodness to be such 
as to render it impossible for him to assume 
those honours to which he had not the least 
right: this indeed will be done by no good 
man. Will a good man speak of himself as 
God? describe himself as doing that which 
none can do but the Deity? suffer men to wor- 
ship him as God? refuse to undeceive men 
when they understand him as making himself 
equal with God? and direct himself to be re- 
garded equally with God to the end of time? 
Yet has all this been done by Jesus of Naza- 
reth, as will appear from the following in- 
stances. 

No being possesses ubiquity but God himself; 
to no creature is it given to be in two places at 
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the same moment. Yet Jesus tells Nicodemus, * 
«* No man hath ascended up to heaven but he 
that came down from heaven, even the Son of 
man who is zm heaven.” But he was at that 
moment on the earth conversing with Nicode- 
mus. What can this sentence mean, then? If 
it be not a solemn affirmation that he, the Son 
of man, was at that moment in heaven as well 
as on earth, has it any meaning? If he did 
not hereby affirm that he possessed the omnipre- 
sence of God, we have an affirmation without 
meaning intermixed with the most important 
instruction by one whose precepts are the guide 
to happiness and peace. This however is not 
a solitary instanee ; in Mark we have another. 
Exhorting his followers to social prayer, Jesus 
adds; ‘‘ where two or three are gathered to- 
gether in my name, there am J in the midst of 
them.” Here Jesus evidently claims omnipre- 
sence. If this promise did not extend to futu- 
rity, -he had even then more than two or three 
followers, and to be with them all he must be 
omnipresent. But the directions given evi- 
dently point to future ages. If Jesus did not 
possess omnipresence therefore, we have a sen- 
tence without the least meaning delivered by 
Him who declares, that for every idle word 
shall men give account in the judgment. 


* See “ Precepts of Jesus,” page 79. 
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~ Again, Jesus ascribes to himself a knowledge 
and an incomprehensibility of nature equal with 
that of God, and peculiar to God alone, even 
in an address to God himself. ‘‘ No man know- 
eth the Son but the Father; neither knoweth any 
man the Father save the Son, and he to whom- 
soever the Son will reveal him.” Here he de- 
clares, that the nature of the Son (the term by 
which he constantly designates himself) is as 
incomprehensible as the nature of the Father, the 
Lord of heaven and earth, that his own know- 
ledge of the incomprehensible nature of the 
Father is equal to that of the Father, and that 
this knowledge is peculiar to himself, and com- 
municated to no man but dy himself and at his 
own will. If this be not assuming the attributes 
of Deity, we have language perfectly unintel- 
ligible made the ground of a solemn and earnest 
invitation to men, to come to Jesus for happi- 
ness. But if in these terms he justly describes 
his own Divine nature, nothing can be more 
suitable to the succeeding invitation, <‘ Come 
unto me all ye that labour and are heavy laden, 
and J will give you rest.” Who can give rest 
to the troubled mind, but God alone? Whose 
knowledge beside can discern its griefs in all 
their multiplied causes? or whose power is 
equal to the mighty task of speaking peace to 
the heart ? 

The act of forgiving sins is so peculiarly the 
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prerogative of God, that for any to attempt it 
except in his name, has ever been justly ac- 
counted impious. We find Jesus however 
claiming this prerogative, and in the midst of 
the Jews, then better acquainted with theology 
than any people on earth. On seeing a man 
with his hand withered, he at once addresses 
him, ‘‘ Man, thy sins are forgiven thee.” This 
instantly strikes the Jews, the best theologists 
of the age; and they justly exclaim, Who can 
forgive sins but God only? What course does 
Jesus take to free himself from this charge of 
blasphemy now lying upon him? Does he ex- 
plain away his words? Does he declare that 
he forgives sins only in the name of God as his 
prophet or messenger, as did Isaiah to Judah, 
Nathan to David, and Moses to Israel? No- 
thing of the kind: he replies by displaying 
another attribute of Deity, almghty power, in 
at once healing the man with the withered hand, 
and simultaneously asking them, Which was the 
easiest, to pronounce sins forgiven, or thus to 
heal ? The spontaneous and almost involuntary 
approbation of all around, many of whom were 
sufficiently disposed to criminate Jesus, plainly 
discovers their ideas on the subject ;—and their 
conviction may well suffice for ours. 

Almighty power is also claimed by Jesus in 
the most unequivocal manner on a different oc- 
casion, even when charged by the Jews with 
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making himself equal with God. In such a case 
a wise and good man who meant nothing of the 
kind, would have repelled the charge with just 
indignation, or would have shown them calmly 
that they had mistaken his meaning. Yet Je- 
sus does neither; but, on the contrary, further 
ascribes to himself the power of quickening and 
raising the dead like the Father himself, adding, 
that the Father had committed all judgment 
unto him, ‘‘ that all men might honour the Son, 
even as they honour the Father ;”—and that the 
Father himself is not honoured by those who re- 
fuse to honour the Son. Can this language be 
reconciled to piety, sobriety, or truth, if Jesus 
did not intend to claim Divine honours as his 
proper right? But, if his precepts be a guide to 
happiness and peace, he must have possessed 
these qualities in a superior degree. 

The fact of his heavenly Father's having com- 
mitted to him the final judgment of all who have 
lived since the creation, may of itself serve in- 
stead of all other proof. Let it be recollected 
that on the accuracy and justice of this. final 
decision, are suspended—not only the eternal 
destiny of countless millions, who are to be 
judged according to the secrets of their hearts, 
(for all other judgment would be incomplete ;) 
but the honour of God’s character, and the hap- 
piness of the whole universe to all eternity. 
Were this judgment to be unjust or inaccurate 
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in a single instance, it would be impossible 
that this fact should be concealed from the in- 
jured individual, or from the whole creation ; 
and instead of the Divine character’s appearing 
righteous and glorious in the eyes even of the 
wicked, it would for ever appear the reverse. 
No work, therefore, can be imagined so impor- 
tant as this—to mankind, to the interests of 
righteousness, to the character of the Supreme, 
and the happiness of every righteous being 
throughout eternity, which would be at once 
destroyed if the most distant suspicion of un- 
righteousness could exist against the character 
of Him whose Supreme Excellence constitutes 
all their felicity. Yet consider the qualifica- 
tions requisite for this work.—To secure a per- 
fectly accurate judgment of one individual, not 
only must all his public actions be known, but 
all the secret springs of those actions—all that 
was intended by them—all the conduct of 
others which rendered these actions with the 
feelings dictating them, either proper or blame- 
able. It is further necessary that every private 
act be carefully scanned, every word duly 
weighed, and every secret thought fully dis- 
cerned. But what being not omniscient can 
thus judge of the life of one individual through 
the term of seventy years? What being not 
omnipresent can thus be acquainted with the ac- 
tions, words, and thoughts of all the indivi- 
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duals who compose only one age of mankind ¢ 
What finite mind could search into past ages, 
accurately discerning every deed, and word, 
and thought since the creation? or recollect the 
mighty mass of information furnished by the 
secret and public actions of the millions who 
have lived in the remotest countries in every 
age of the world, were it communicated to him? 
What mind short of infinite, could even arrange 
all these actions, discriminate their nicest 
shades of criminality, and pronounce a sentence 
in which even men’s self-love shall not be able 
to discern any thing unjust throughout eternity ? 
One failure here, one circumstance overlooked, 
one feeling overrated, one action mistaken as 
to its motive, would at once tarnish the glory 
of the Divine Character and Government— 
quench the joys of heaven—and fill the universe 
with mourning throughout eternity. As all this 
must have been present to the Infinite Mind of 
the Father, his committing to the Son this 
mighty work, on the due execution of which 
the glory of his character and the justification 
of all his ways to men and angels, are sus- 
pended for ever, forms a testimony to fis 
knowledge of the real character and attributes 
of Jesus, which leaves nothing to be added by 
men: and that he has thus done is declared by 
one who, if his precepts are ‘‘ the guide to hap- 
pmess and peace,” cannot be suspected of 
falsehood or mistake. 
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To these instances, which so evidently shew 
that Jesus claimed the attributes of Deity, as- 
cribed to himself the works God alone can 
perform, and when charged with this by his 
most inveterate enemies, neither endeavoured 
to undeceive them, nor repelled the charge, 
might be added many others. That worship is 
due to no man, but to God alone, is universally 
allowed; but to one of the Evangelists was 
this fact confirmed in a most forcible manner 
respecting angels. Astonished at the things 
revealed to him, John was about to worship 
the heavenly messenger from whom he had re- 
ceived them. The angel promptly forbids him, 
saying, ‘‘ See thou do it not: Worship God.” 
Yet this evangelist declares, that the blind 
man whose eyes Jesus had opened, worshipped 
him, without giving the least hint that Jesus 
felt unwilling to permit this act, although he 
with such exactness relates the angel’s refusing 
it. Did he think his beloved master less hum- 
ble than the angel, or did he know him to be 
more worthy by nature? This he will himself 
decide, if we permit him to speak. He de- 
scribes his Lord as speaking thus after his as- 
cension. ‘‘I am Alpha and Omega, the be- 
ginning and the end, saith the Lord, who is, 
and who was, and who is to come, the Al- 
mighty.” And we see no reason why Jesus 
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should not be as fully believed after his ascen- 
sion to heaven, as while giving those precepts 
on earth which form our guide to happiness 
and peace ; or why John the Divine should not 
be as worthy of credit, as John the Evangelist. 
John, however, is not alone in the testimony 
that his Master permitted himself to be wor- 
shipped: Matthew declares that he was wor- 
shipped by a leper whom he had healed; by 
the mariners, when he had calmed the winds and 
waves by saying ‘“‘ Peace; be still;” and by 
his disciples themselves after his resurrection. 
This last fact is also confirmed by the testi- 
mony of Luke. 

If we unite with this Jesus’s own idea of 
worship, we shall see at once in what light he 
regarded himself. That he thought worship 
due to no created being, he himself has fully 
satisfied us. When thus tempted by Satan, 
_ « All these things will I give thee, if thou wilt 
fall down and worship me;” he replied, It is 
written, “‘ Thou shalt worship the Lord thy 
God, and him only shalt thou serve ;” and that. 
he applied the adverb “ only” to worship as 
well as to service, is evident from his subtle 
enemy's being silenced thereby. This renders 
it indubitable that Jesus himself regarded wor- 
ship as due to God alone. Yet he constantly 
permitted himself to be worshipped! If this 
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was not his native right, can this conduct. be 
reconeiled to the character of one whose pre- 
cepts are a guide to happiness? 

Were we indeed to quote every instance in 
the Gospels, in which Jesus claimed the ho- 
nours of Deity, we should exceed all reasonable 
bounds ; we will only refer the reader to such 
as occurred after his resurrection, and which 
have for their object the perpetuating of His claim 
to Deity through every age of the world. Among 
these we may mention his solemn declaration; 
‘* all power in heaven and in earth is delivered 
unto me.” Consider for a moment the import 
of this declaration. Of what value would this 
power be to one who could not be every where 
present, to ascertain in what instances it ought 
to be exerted? who was not omniscient, to dis- 
cern in what degree it must be exercised to 
preserve the good and punish the evil? and 
all-wise, to discern, amidst the inextricable 
mazes of human action, who are innocent or 
guilty, and in what degree? Of what value 
could it have been to Mahomet, had this power 
been committed to him? Could he or any other 
mortal have managed the affairs of the world 
for a single day? Had he an arm like God? 
Could he thunder with a voice like his? Could 
he cast abroad his anger, beholding and abas- 
ing every one that is proud, and treading down 
the wicked in their place? Yet this power the 
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government of the world requires, no less than 
boundless knowledge, and infinite wisdom. 
Had Jesus not known himself possessed of 
these, could he have engaged .men to trust in 
him by such a declaration, consistently with 
seeking their happiness and peace? 

But the next instance is, if possible, still 
more strong; it is no less than his associating 
his own name with that of God the Father, in a 
sacred rite intended to remain in force to the 
end of the world: we mean that of Baptism. 
Could the author of precepts which form the 
only guide to happiness, have said, ‘‘ Go ye 
into all the world and preach the gospel to 
every creature, baptizing them in the name of 
the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy 
Ghost,” if he had not been equal in nature 
with the Father? Had Jesus been merely 
man, could any thing have been imagined more 
subversive of truth and righteousness, than for 
men to the end of time to associate him with 
God the Father in that solemn act by which 
they profess to renounce the worship of every 
false god? Does he not hereby annihilate all 
worship to God the Father, unless as equally 
shared by himself? Yet if he did not give this 
command, we cannot depend on one of these pre- 
cepts now published as the guide to happiness 
and peace. How could this escape the pene- 
tration of the ingenious compiler of this Com- 
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pendium ?—It is needless to add, that this tes- 
timony of Jesus is equally decisive respeoning 
the Deity of the Holy Spirit. 

As though these were not sufficient, how- 
ever, Jesus reiterates his claim to Deity by 
adding, ‘“‘ And lo Lam with you always, even to 
the end of the world.” Granting that this was 
not intended to imply guidance, protection, 
and success, still how could any one be present 
in every country, in every age, without being 
omnipresent ? Did Moses, or Abraham, or any one 
of God’s messengers, ever make such a declara- 
tion? Did Mahomet himself, arrogant as he was? 
If this declaration were not intended to secure 
protection, guidance, and success, however, it 
is difficult to say what it could import. But if 
these were included in such a work as spread- 
ing the Gospel among the heathen, to the 
hopelessness of which the ‘ Friend of Truth,” 
in his ‘‘ Defence” of the precepts of Jesus, 
bears such ample testimony, nothing short of 
the possession of Infinite Power, and Infinite 
Wisdom, could have warranted any teacher 
honestly to make such a declaration to his fol- 
lowers. And if in this triple declaration re- 
specting his Deity, Jesus cannot be relied on, 
how can we rely on his precepts as the guide 
to happiness and peace ? 

II. The series of dogmas or doctrines which 
relate to Jesus’s exvpiating sin by his death, his 
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giving life to those who believe on him, his: 
interceding with God for sinners, and _ his 
forming the only medium through which men 
can approach God, are also fully witnessed by 
himself; and than himself none could be better 
acquainted with his design in becoming incar- 
nate. The Deity of Jesus Christ being once 
established, indeed, his atoning for sin by his 
death unavoidably follows. That He came as 
the Saviour of men is in words granted by all. 
But is he called the Saviour of men, because 
he gave them moral precepts by obeying which 
they might obtain the Divine favour, with the 
enjoyment of heaven as their just desert; or 
because he died in their stead, to atone for their 
sins, and procure for them every blessing, even 
his Spirit to enable them to trust in his death 
and merits for salvation, and from a principle 
of love cordially obey his precepts to the end 
of life? If he be termed a Saviour merely 
because he instructed men, he has this ho- 
nour in common with Moses, and Elijah, 
and John the Baptist; neither of whom how-. 
ever assumed the title of Saviour. Indeed if 
he be esteemed merely a Teacher, the greater 
degree of honour must be given to Moses, for 
it was in reality his law that he explained and 
established. As he taught nothing which. is 
not virtually included in these two great com- 
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God with all thy heart, and thy neighbour as 
thyself,” on which he himself declared the law 
and the prophets to hinge, it is evident that as 
to moral precepts he really added nothing to 
the original law given by Moses, although he 
explained and illustrated it in the most lumi- 
nous manner. Moses himself, however, ‘‘ es- 
teemed the reproach of Christ greater riches 
than the treasures of Egypt.” For Him indeed 
to have come down on earth merely to illus- 
trate a law given by his own servant, when he 
could have raised up thousands to do this work, 
seems in itself so unworthy of God, that even 
reason revolts against the idea. A heathen 
poet could lay it down as an axiom, that a deity 
should never intervene but on occasions worthy 
of his dignity. But if we view Jesus Christ 
as atoning for the sins of men, we have every 
thing perfectly in character: he became incar- 
nate to accomplish that which could have been 
effected neither by men nor angels. 

That he professed to come for this purpose 
and not as a mere teacher, will appear from 
circumstances, the very minuteness of which 
serves to enhance their value as testimonies. On 
his entrance on his public work one of this na- 
tureoccurred. John the Baptist was aman sore- 
vered as a just man even by the Jews who cru- 
cified Jesus, that they accounted the defeat sus- 
tained by Herod’s army sent against Aretas King 
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of Arabia, soon after John’s death, a judgment 
from heaven on him for this murder. John 
after he had baptized Jesus, seeing him one 
day coming to him, said “‘ Behold the Lamb of 
God which taketh away the sin of the world.” 
The next day he repeated this testimony as he 
saw Jesus walking. This testimony, if it was 
not founded in truth, betrayed in John con- 
summate folly as well as falsehood. His two 
disciples who heard him thus speak, immedi- 
ately left him to follow Jesus. Now of the cir- 
cumstances which occasioned their following 
him, Jesus must have been aware. He was 
also thoroughly’ acquainted with the Mosaic 
economy and the writings of the prophets, 
and knew well that a lamb, particularly the 
Paschal lamb, was constantly offered in sacri- 
fice as an expiation to prefigure the Messiah 
who should come “ to be cut off, not for him- 
self;—but to make an end of sin,—to make re- 
conciliation for iniquity,—and to bring in ever- 
lasting righteousness.” If he was not sent to 
take away the sin of the world, therefore, he 
ought not to have encouraged their following 
him from this expectation; an upright and 
humble man would not. Much less would he 
have permitted Simon Peter to bring Andrew 
his brother to him under the express idea 
of his being the Messiah. Yet he did encou- 
rage this; and after this speech of Peter's, 
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upon which he ought to have frowned had it 
been a falsehood, he confers on him a new 
name, that of Cephas, a stone or a rock. But 
can we compare the conduct of Jesus in this 
instance, a young teacher who had as yet 
scarcely made a single disciple of his own, 
with that of John, revered. by all Judah and 
Jerusalem as a prophet sent from God, without 
being struck with the contrast? When the ques- 
tion was put to John, whether or not he was 
the expected Messiah? he promptly replied, 
“ T am not.” But Jesus on the contrary, 
though scarcely known, receives this honour 
as his own without the least hesitation, and 
tacitly acknowledges himself the Son of God 
about to die for the expiation of sin, as was 
prefigured by the expiatory lamb appointed by 
_ Moses: and if his assuming this character was 
a deception, he labours to keep it up in the 
minds of his new followers, by referring to 
circumstances which constrain one of them to 
exclaim, ‘Thou art the Son of God; thou art 
the King of Israel.” But had he not been the 
expected Messiah, of whom he knew that 
the Prophets had united in predicting that 
he should die to expiate the sins of men, what 
excuse can be made for his thus acting? Must 
not the vanity and arrogance displayed in this 
case, contrasted with the humility of John 
their former master, have struck these disciples 


39 

themselves? When the ingenious compiler of 
this Selection carefully weighs these facts, he 
must, we think, be convinced, thatif Jesus was 
not the Messiah about to evpiate the sins of 
men, he was not one whose precepts ought to 
be esteemed a guide to happiness and peace. 

In addition to his suffering himself to receive 
declarations which belonged only to the ex- 
pected Messiah, with the predictions respecting 
whom, by Isaiah and Daniel, he was well ac- 
quainted, we find him soon after declaring him- 
self the Messiah in the plainest terms, and. in 
circumstances wherein to have taken advantage 
of the simplicity of his hearers would have 
been an eternal dishonour to any teacher. We 
allude to his conversation with the woman of 
Samaria, to whom, after explaining the nature 
of God’s worship, and insisting that he must 
be worshipped ‘‘ in spirit and in truth,” he at 
once declares himself to be “‘ the Messiah called 
Christ, who when he came should teach men 
all things.” After such a conversation with 
this woman, how tremendously awful was this 
declaration, if it was not the truth! The testi- 
mony of the Samaritans also, after he had re- 
mained conversing with them two days, renders 
it impossible for us to doubt under what cha- 
racter he represented himself to them. ‘‘ Now 
we believe, not because of thy saying, for 
we have heard him ourselves, and know that 
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this is indeed the Christ, the Saviour of the 
world.” 

We have also an instance wherein he him- 
self enquired of his disciples, evidently for their 
sakes, whom they thought him to be; and on 
Peter’s replying, ‘‘ Thou art the Christ, (the 
Messiah) the Son of the living God,” he con- 
firms the declaration by declaring that the 
knowledge of this fact was derived from his 
heavenly Father, whom he hereby makes a 
witness to its truth. From that time too he 
began to shew them, that, as predicted of 
Messiah, he was about to suffer even unto 
death; and to rise again the third day. 

As Jesus drew nearer to the end of his mis- 
sion, it was to be expected that he would speak 
more clearly on this momentous subject. This 
we find him doing on various occasions. Con- 
versing with those who followed him because 
he had fed them by a miracle, he, following up 
the figure in his accustomed manner, exhorts 
them to labour, not for the meat that perisheth, 
but for that which endureth to everlasting life, 
which the Son of man was ready to give them: 
and at length adds, ‘‘ I am the living bread 
which came down from heaven. If any man 
eat of this bread, he shall live for ever.” But 
what can this be which secures eternal life to 
those who trust in him? He drops the figure, 
and tells them plainly, that it is ‘* his giving 
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his flesh for the life of the world.” What can 
this mean but his being about to offer him- 
self an expiatory sacrifice for the world?” 
On a subsequent occasion, he, after claiming 
precisely such a knowledge of God the Father, 
as the Father possesses of him, expressly de- 
clares ‘“‘ And I lay down my life for my sheep ;” 
adding “ Therefore doth my Father love me.” 
Stronger expressions than these he could 
scarcely select in order to shew that he was 
about to die for the sins of men. With this 
declaration, however, accords that mentioned 
by Luke, ‘“‘ The Son of man is come to give 
his life a ransom for many,” with a multitude of 
others, which we are constrained to pass over 
lest we should tire our readers. 

When on the very eve of suffering, Jesus 
takes occasion to remind his disciples that his 
sufferings were already predicted. Betrayed by 
the avarice and perfidy of Judas, he says, 
“ Truly the Son of man goeth as it ts written of 
him;” and when in the hands of his enraged 
enemies, he forbears to deliver himself for this 
reason alone. ‘‘ Thinkest thou,” says he to 
Peter, ‘‘ that | cannot pray to my Father and 
he shall presently give me more than twelve 
legions of angels? But how then shall the 
Scriptures be fulfilled, that thus it must be?” 
Nor is he silent respecting their object and de- 
sign. When apprehended, he reminds his dis- 
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ciples that this scripture must be fulfilled, “and 
he was numbered with the transgressors.” But 
why numbered with transgressors? Had he 
ever transgressed his heavenly Father's will ? 
So far from it that he declares, ‘«« I do always 
the things that please him.” To justify the 
guilty and condemn the innocent, however, are 
both an abomination to God. Yet we have the 
‘testimony of Him who came into the world 
that he might bear witness to the truth, that in 
his case the innocent ‘* was made answerable.” 
The fact therefore we cannot doubt, and the 
inference is inevitable, that according to this 
prophecy, which Jesus by thus applying tes- 
tifies to belong to himself, ‘‘ the Lord. laid on 
him the iniquities of us all.” 

Let us however examine his idea of his suf- 
ferings when he was about to ascend to heaven. 
Surely he now had a clear view both of his 
sufferings and their glorious design. Thus then 
does he unfold it to his astonished disciples, 
‘¢ Thus it is written, and thus it behoved Christ 
to suffer, and to rise again the third day.” But 
wherefore, when perfectly sinless in the sight 
of his heavenly Father and of every righteous 
being? The answer is, ‘‘ that repentance and 
remission of sins should be preached among all 
nations, beginning at Jerusalem,” whose inha- 
bitants had imbued their hands in his blood. 
This confirms all that has been hitherto ad- 
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vanced. It was now evident to all that he was 
the Messiah,—that it behoved him to suffer— 
that these sufferings were finished,—and that 
nothing remained but for remission of sins 
through him to be proclaimed throughout the 
earth to all who repent of sin and trust in him. 
And that tremendous declaration, ‘‘ If ye be- 
lieve not that Iam he, ye shall die in your sins,” 
extends to every individual now, as really as to 
the Jews to whom it was spoken. 

To the same series of doctrines we must re- 
fer his desiring ‘his disciples to ask blessings in his 
name. A little reflection will convince any 
one that this belongs to no Teacher. Never 
did John the Baptist, nor any of the prophets, 
direct any one to ask blessings of God in their 
names, not even Moses. There was never any 
real prophet indeed, who would not have trem- 
bled at the thought of directing any one to ap- 
proach in his name, ‘‘a God glorious in holiness, 
fearful in praises.” The work of a Teacher, how- 
ever great or worthy, is simply to deliver pre- 
cepts which direct men to God independently 
of himself. If he to this add the promise of inter- 
fering with God in their behalf, he assumes a 
totally new character, constitutes himself a 
Mediator between the Deity and his followers, 
and on the very face of things needs that omni- 
presence which may enable him to receive the 
prayers of his followers that he may present 
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them to God, and that omniscience through 
which he may discriminate between the sincere 
and the feigned; otherwise he may have the 
prayers he presumes to recommend to the 
Deity thrown back upon him with shame, as 
the prayer of hypocrisy. But if he possess not 
infinite merit also, on what principle can he in 
his own name request of the Deity forgiveness 
and blessing for others ? 

That Jesus however thus encourages his dis- 
ciples to petition in his name, is indisputable. 
He commands them to “ ask and receive, that 
their joy may be full;” and declares that what- 
soever they shall ask in his name, the Father 
will give them. But such a promise as this 
must have been soon put to the test ; and if it 
were not fulfilled, what must follow but disap- 
pointment and shame, of which an upright and 
ingenuous mind would have been fully aware ? 
Yea on what principle could the Father, infi- 
nitely righteous, give blessings to his sinful 
creatures for the sake of another, implying the 
forgiveness of sins, but on account of his merit 
and worthiness in dying for them? But that 
he does this, 1s so strongly enforced by Jesus, 
that he declares, ‘‘ no one cometh to the Father 
but by me;” in other words that there is no ac- 
ceptable prayer made to God throughout the 
whole earth, which is not offered m depend- 
ence on his merit for its acceptance. Can this 
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declaration be made by him who in the same 
breath declares himself to be the truth, without 
demonstrating either that he had fully opened 
the way of access to God,—or that he was 
leading men to delusion and ruin, instead of 
happiness and peace? If we conclude these 
examples with the testimony of the aged John 
who fifty or sixty years before had leaned on 
the breast of his beloved master and imbibed 
his spirit, we admit only the testimony of one 
of the Evangelists, ‘‘ My little children, these 
things I write unto you that ye sin not. And 
if any man sin, we have an Advocate with the 
Father, Jesus Christ the righteous. And he is 
the propitiaticn for our sins: and not for ours 
only, but also for the sins of the whole world.” 
Thus then we find the doctrine of Jesus’s aton-_ 
ing for the sins of men, and of his forming the 
only way of access to God, so fully interwoven 
into the instruction he gave to men, that, if it be 
taken away, nothing remains to which we can 
attach either truth or consistency. 

lil. If we also advert to the series of dogmas 
or doctrines which relate to human depravity 
and the necessity of Divine influence to change 
the heart and fit it for heaven, we shall find 
Jesus bearing ample testimony even to these. 
As he possessed infinite penetration (if it be 
lawful thus to describe his knowledge of man), 
and needed to learn nothing either from the 
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testimony of others or his own observation, 
what he says on this subject has peculiar force. 
It is neither the happy guess of a sagacious 
teacher, nor the result of a long train of rea- 
soning inferring the feelings of one mind from 
what had been observed of another; it is the 
declaration of One, ‘‘to whom all things are 
naked and opened.” Jesus, however, relative 
to man, lays it down as an axiom that the fruit 
and the tree are of the same nature; that “a 
good tree cannot bring forth evil fruit, nor an 
evil tree good fruit.” ‘ Hither make the tree 
good and its fruit good,” says he; ‘ or the tree 
corrupt and its fruit; for the tree is known by 
its fruit.”—The idea of that heart being good 
therefore, from which evil deeds, and words, 
and thoughts, are constantly springing, he at 
once discards. Would we however learn his 
opinion of the human mind, we have it fully 
given in the following passage, ‘‘ For out of 
the heart proceed evil thoughts, murders, adul- 
teries, fornications, thefts, false witness, blas- 
phemies.” Could he who invariably deemed 
the fruit and the tree one in nature, suppose all 
these to spring from an uncorrupt and sinless 
mind? Yet it is of man in general that he 
speaks, of the human heart as found in every 
age and inevery nation; and if he made an er- 
roneous estimate of human nature, how can we 
rely on his precepts as the guide to happiness 
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and peace? The wisdom and benevolence which 
shine through them, however, forbid our sup- 
posing for a moment, that he could be ignorant 
of human nature, or disposed to ave of it in 
terms of aggravation. 

With this fully accords his solemn declara- 
tion to Nicodemus. ‘‘ Except a man be born 
again, he cannot enter the kingdom of heaven.” 
To this declaration the circumstances of Nico- 
demus impart a peculiar force. While he was 
evidently a man of education, we have no rea- 
son to suppose him a man of immoral character. 
Among those who paid so much attention to de- 
cency of conduct as did the Jews, and especially 
the Pharisees, of which sect he was, this would 
have been scarcely compatible with his being 
aruler, ‘‘a Master in Israel.” Nor does any 
thing appear in him of that malignity of dispo- 
sition manifested by some of that sect: on the 
contrary, his coming to Jesus for instruction, 
though by night, circumstanced as he was, ar- 
gued a mind highly candid and ingenuous. 
Yet to this man does Jesus enforce this doctrine 
in a manner that filled him with amazement, 
which wisdom would certainly have forbid- 
den, had it not been indispensable. Could an 
exception have been made in favour of any, 
learned and ingenuous as was Nicodemus, he 
was the man in whose favour it should have | 
been made. But Jesus admits of none; he il- 


43 


lustrates the subject in such a manner as to ex- 
clude all exception. ‘‘That which is born of 
the flesh is flesh,” is a sentence which necessa- 
rily includes all mankind; and to leave no 
doubt on the mind of Nicodemus, Jesus so- 
lemnly assures him that his inculcatiing this 
doctrine was the result of the most thorough 
knowledge, “ Verily I say unto thee, we speak 
that we do know, and testify that we have 
secon.” 

Jesus further confirms this doctrine by de- 
claring that no man can come to him for salva- 
tion unless drawn by God himself. When sur- 
rounded by those who murmured at his teaching, 
he is thus decided in his language, ‘‘ No man 
can come to me except the Father who hath 
sent me draw him.” Surely to assist a man in 
doing what he can accomplish himself, is un- 
worthy of the Divine character. Such a decla- 
ration therefore, if not the truth, would involve 
an insult on human nature, and imply a desire 
to share in the glory of human virtue totally 
unworthy of God. Yet Jesus enforces this doc- 
trine as being of ancient date; ‘* It is written 
in the prophets,” says he, ‘“ and they shall be 
all taught of God ;” and then adds, ‘“‘ Every 
man therefore who hath heard and learned of 
the Father, cometh unto me.” Such then were 
indisputably the ideas of Jesus: ideas which 
he concealed not; but brought forward in the 
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most prominent manner, at the risk of displeas- 
ing those who professed the strongest desire to 
become his disciples. 

But we must not overlook the source to 
which Jesus ascribes this inability. He never 
treats it as a natural inability, involuntary and 
excusable. He attaches to it the highest tur- 
pitude, he does not hesitate to impute it to the 
worst of motives. In his estimation it is a pre- 
ference of darkness—such a hatred of the light 
as occasions its bemg avoided from the most 
unworthy principle, a fear lest evil deeds 
should be reproved. He, in a word, considers 
it as furnishing just ground of condemnation in 
the sight of God himself. It is evident there- 
fore, that Jesus regarded this inability as wil- 
ful, criminal, and totally inexcusable, as the 
inability of an unprincipled man to act honestly, 
because he loves the gain of unrighteousness, 
—of one who cannot cease from impurity, be- 
cause he so thoroughly delights therein. Con- 
formably to this, he charges men’s not coming 
to him, decidedly on their want of will. He 
tells the Jews, ‘‘ you will not come to me that 
you may have life ;” and follows up the charge 
by pointing out the cause, ‘‘ How can you be- 
heve who receive honour one of another, and seek 
not the honour that cometh from God only ?” 

The same idea pervades his charge against 
Jerusalem, while lamenting over it, “‘ O Jeru- 
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salem! Jerusalem !—how often would I have 
gathered thy children together, as a hen ga- 
thereth her chickens under her wings, and ye 
would not! But was this criminality of the will 
trivial? Trivial as it might seem, it led to their 
killing the prophets of God, and their stoning 
those sent unto them ;—and by the sentence of 
Him who cannot err, to their city’s being visited 
with desolation which overwhelms it even to 
this day. We indeed every day decide in the 
same manner: it is not the absence of ability, 
but the evident absence of the will, to assist us, 
which adds pungency toa breach of friendship. 
It is the will, the intention, which constitutes 
the essence of the crime in robbery, in murder, 
and even in treason itself. 

If Jesus, however, describes the depravity of 
the human mind as total, wilful, and inexcu- 
sable, he no less clearly describes God’s mer- 
ciful readiness to impart to every one who de- 
sires it, his Holy Spirit, which fully ensures 
salvation. His language is, ‘“‘ Ask and ye shall 
receive ; seek, and ye shall find; knock, and 
it shall be opened to you;” and he solemnly 
assures us, that God will no more refuse his 
Holy Spirit to those who seek him, than a ten- 
der father would refuse bread to a supplicating 
child, or give him a serpent instead of a fish.— 
That Jesus deems the teaching of the Holy Spi- 
rit fully sufficient to secure salvation, and the 
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utmost purity and holiness of life, may be in- 
ferred from his saying, ‘‘ Every one that hath 
learned of the Father cometh unto me.” But he 
further declares, ‘‘ My sheep hear my voice, 
and I know them, and they follow me: and I give 
to them eternal life, and they shall never perish, 
neither shall any pluck them out of my hand.” 
To adduce further examples would be easy ; 
but it would only tire the reader. These may 
suffice to shew that had the ingenious com- 
piler of this Selection examined the subject 
with sufficient diligence, he might have found 
the most obnoxious of all the dogmas of Chris- 
tianity, even those which relate to the Divine 
Sovereignty and the final perseverance of those 
who trust in Christ, contained, not merely in 
the Four Evangelists, but in the teaching of 
Jesus himself; and these doctrines not delivered 
in a number of insulated propositions separated 
from his general discourses, but inculcated in 
the plainest language and on the most familiar 
occasions, and so interwoven with the whole of 
his conversation and teaching, that if nullified, 
they leave behind neither truth sufficient to form 
a teacher, nor that consistency requisite for the 
success of imposture. 

When these doctrines then so thoroughly 
pervade the teaching of Jesus, why were they 
omitted and his ‘‘ moral precepts” alone given 
as the way to happiness and peace?” How 
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could these doctrines be deemed unimportant 
of which Jesus himself testifies that ‘‘ they are 
spirit and they are life?” To lay before men 
mere moral precepts as the way to happiness 
and peace,—and at the same time to remove 
from their view those doctrines which are the 
power of God unto salvation to every one that 
believeth, what is it but to consign them over — 
to eternal death? That the most excellent pre- 
cepts, the most perfect law, can never lead to 
happiness and peace, unless by causing men 
to take refuge in the doctrine of the cross, it 
requires little reflection to discover. A law, to 
deserve the name, requires perfect obedience 
on pain of its penalty being inflicted. How 
mistaken the idea that a law observed occaston- 
ally, or partially, can ever speak peace! What 
is partial obedience to the statutes forbidding 
robbery, murder, or treason? Can obedience 
for numerous years to these be regarded, if a 
man violate them but once? Is his murdering 
daily, necessary to constitute him a transgres- 
sor? Must a man have plotted treason against 
his sovereign every day of his life, to render 
him a traitor? Should he have obeyed the law 
fully for thirty, forty, or fifty years, will not 
the first breach of it render him guilty? If he 
obtain mercy and escape punishment, it must 
be because the law in his case is set aside: the 
law knows nothing of mercy. But what man 
has ever perfectly obeyed for a year, or a 
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month, or a single day, the law commanding 
supreme love to God and disinterested love to 
his neighbour? To set the most excellent pre- 
cepts, as the way to happiness and peace, be- 
fore men who have already violated them, what 
is it better than mocking malefactors con- 
demned to death, by telling them, that they 
need fear nothing if they have never violated 
the law? Separated from his doctrines, the 
precepts of Jesus can no more give peace than 
the law as given by Moses. To those who have 
already violated the Divine precepts even in 
thought, (and this cludes every man on earth, ) 
must not every glimpse of happiness and peace 
arise from the doctrines Jesus taught together 
with his precepts? Yet the compiler of this 
Selection unhappily omits them, because they 
have been a source of dispute to unbelievers 
and anti-christians. 

It is, however, scarcely just to charge on the 
‘‘dogmas” or doctrines of Christianity those 
wars and that bloodshed which have occurred 
between nations merely termed Christian. War 
and bloodshed existed before the promulgation 
of Christianity in the world. Neither Chris- 
tianity therefore, nor its ‘‘ dogmas,” created 
the causes of war and bloodshed. They ex- 
isted in the human mind long before its doc- 
trines were published; and it requires but a very 
slight acquaintance with history to convince 
any one that the quarrels and feuds between 
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the Arians and the Orthodox in the fourth 
and fifth centuries, were little more than that 
struggle for power and wealth which the cupi- 
dity and ambition of the human mind have 
exhibited in every age of the world, and that 
the ‘‘ dogmas” which were made the pretext, 
merely furnished the occasion. Between the 
Papists and Protestants there was never any 
dispute respecting the Deity of Christ or of the 
Holy Spirit; and the oceans of blood which 
were spilt by the former, had far less to do 
with the truth of any doctrine, than with the 
preservation of that secular power and wealth 
possessed by one party, and denounced by the 
other as contrary both to Scripture and reason. 
The same may be justly said respecting the 
fiercest disputes between Protestants them- 
selves. Among them, indeed, there has been 
little bloodshed on account of ‘‘ dogmas” or 
doctrines of any kind; in general the disputes 
among them have ostensibly related to church 
government and rites and ceremonies; but the 
real object has been, the preservation of that 
power and wealth connected with ceremonies 
or forms of church government already esta- 
blished. All the war and bloodshed therefore, 
and the greater part of the disputes for which 
the ‘‘ dogmas” of Christianity have been made 
answerable, ought to be placed to the credit of 
that ambition and cupidity, which Christianity 
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found in the human heart, but never created 
there. Let the ‘‘dogmas” of Christianity be 
separated wholly from wealth and power either 
as the reward of supporting or of opposing 
them, and in future we shall witness little of 
bloodshed respecting them,—and possibly little 
of fierce dispute. Even then however, if the 
doctrines of Christianity are of God, they will 
certainly be opposed by all who think that their 
opinion of themselves and of human nature 
is far nearer the truth, than that which God 
has expressed by these doctrines; and to ex- 
pect that men should not cavil against them, is 
to expect that the carnal mind, while at enmity 
against God, should manifest the most cordial 
submission to the doctrines taught in his Sa- 
cred Word. 
Is it, however, any dishonour to these doc- 
trines that they have been the subject of dis- 
pute? Is it any wonder that men in God's 
estimation transgressors, but in their own 
righteous, should dispute against the truths 
which convict them? What prisoner ever yet 
welcomed the witnesses which proved him 
guilty? or hailed with joy the statute which 
condemned him to death? But is a doctrine 
to be suppressed because it has been made the 
subject of dispute? It can scarcely be un- 
known to the compiler of this Selection, that 
the very being of a God has been for numerous 
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ages the subject of dispute among the most 
learned of his own country. But does he ac- 
count this a sufficient reason for suppressing 
this doctrine? He knows that he does not. 
Why then should he omit the doctrines of Christ 
and his Apostles, because men have made them 
the subject of dispute? That Jesus himself 
esteemed his no dishonour to them, is evident 
from his expressly forewarning his disciples that 
this would be the case. He even declares with 
reference to them that he came “ not to send 
peace on the earth, but a sword,’—that he 
came “‘ to send fire on the earth,” and almost 
longed to see it kindled. Yet did he view this 
as dishonourable to the doctrines from which 
he expected these effects to spring? Why 
then did he not withdraw them? They were 
as yet scarcely published by himself, and not 
at all by his Apostles. But if He, whose pre- 
cepts are the guide to happiness and peace, 
did not refuse to teach them; surely we need 
not. If he who so loved men as to lay down 
his life to render them blessed, thought it im- 
portant to their happiness that these doctrines 
should be published throughout the world, we 
need not profess a greater regard for the peace 
of mankind than he really felt. 

While the testimony of Jesus himself to his 
Doctrines is so decisive, we cannot but wonder 
that his Miracles should not have found greater 
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favour in the eyes of the compiler of this Se- 
lection, when.the amazing weight which Jesus 
himself attaches to them, could scarcely have 
escaped his notice. What fis testimony is 
concerning them, the following passages suf- 
ficiently shew. We find him in one instance 
preferring them in point of weight to the tes- 
timony even of John. This however arose from 
no want of esteem for John: in that very pas- 
sage he describes him as ‘‘ bearing witness to 
the truth,” and terms him ‘‘a burning and 
shining light;” yet says he ‘“ I have greater 
witness than that of John: the works that the 
Father hath given me to do, they bear witness 
of me, that the Father hath sent me.” What 
testimony could be more weighty than that of 
the best man on earth? It was the witness of 
God,—to substantiate which to us nothing is 
necessary beyond a credible testimony that 
these works were really done. 

When John, probably with the view of fixing 
their faith immovably on Jesus as the Mes- 
siah, sent two of his disciples to him to ask 
him ‘ Art thou he that should come? or do we 
look for another?” Jesus merely calls their at- 
tention to his miraculous works, ‘“‘ Go and 
shew John again,” says he, “* those things 
which ye do hear and see; the blind receive 
their sight, and the lame walk, the lepers are 
cleansed, and the deaf hear, the dead are 
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raised up, and the poor have the gospel preach- 
ed unto them.” Beyond these works he deemed 
nothing necessary to carry the fullest conviction 
to the mind.—On another occasion Jesus de- 
scribes these miraculous works as in some sense 
possessing a weightier degree of evidence than 
even his own teaching. When the Jews had 
charged him with blasphemy because “ he 
being a man made himself God,” his reply was, 
‘“‘ If I do not the works of my Father, believe 
me not; but if I do, though ye believe not me, 
believe the works, that ye may know and believe 
that the Father is in me, and | in him.” Here 
it is evident that excellent as he knew his pre- 
cepts to be, he esteemed his miracles to carry 
a superior weight with them even among his 
bitterest enemies. 

In his last conversation with his disciples, he 
confirms this idea even to them. Philip had 
said, ‘‘ Lord, shew us the Father, and it sufhi- 
ceth us ;” to which Jesus replies, ‘“‘ Believe me 
that I am in the Father and the Father in me, 
or else believe me for the very works’ sake.” In 
this instance it is evident that Jesus deemed his 
miraculous works suited to carry with them 
such weight, as not only to evidence them- 
selves by their own intrinsic force, but to prove 
that He was equal with the Father.—But his 

_ declaration that his miracles increased to the 
highest the guilt of his enemies in rejecting him 
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as the Son of God, adds a weight to these 
works which nothing can augment, particularly 
when we consider, that he himself is the righte- 
ous Judge of quick and dead. After he had 
said to his disciples, ‘‘ If I had not come and 
spoken unto them, they had not had sin, but 
now they have no cloak for their sin,” he adds, 
«If I had not done among them the works which 
none other man did, they had not had sin,” thus 
declaring his works to carry a weight with 
them which rendered his rejection as the Mes- 
siah, the Redeemer of men, perfectly inexcus- 
able. 

But perhaps the compiler imagined them 
apt to carry little weight with them among the 
Hindoos because not done in their sight, as they 
were in that of the Jews. Candour, indeed, 
requires this to be supposed; for if it be not, 
how can we account for the awful difference of 
opinion between him and their great Author 
respecting them? A little reflection, however, 
will evince the futility of this idea. Ifthe weight 
of miracles consists in their being seen, rather 
than éestified by credible witnesses, reflect for a 
moment within what narrow limits their weight 
must be confined. The miracles of Jesus could 
carry no weight with them in the very next 
age. Of course none of these had seen his 
miracles, why should they allow them any 
weight ?—Even in the same age, they could 
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carry little weight with them in any other 
country. They could of course carry no weight 
with them at Rome,—in Greece—or indeed any 
where, except in Judea, for who in these coun- 
tries had seen them done ?—Further, as each 
work could only be done in one place, their 
weight would be confined to a very small num- 
ber even among the Jews themselves! How 
few even of them had actually seen a miracle 
performed by Jesus. We know that Herod had 
not,—and probably many others of his enemies, 
who were still inexcusable in rejecting him. 

If credible testimony however were not esteem- 
ed equivalent to actual sight, both as ground of 
belief and of action, the whole of the business 
of life would soon cease. We must give up at 
once all our knowledge of History: that Cyrus 
or Alexander, Scipio or Pompey, Mahomet, or 
Aurungzeeb, and a thousand others, ever ex- 
isted, we know not, for we never saw them ; 
we have only the testimony of others to the 
fact, and this perhaps not very credible.—-We 
must also relinquish our knowledge of other 
nations. How many of us in India have ever 
seen London, or Paris, or Madrid, or Constanti- 
nople, or Pekin? We merely believe that these 
cities exist, on the testimony of others.—The 
- public business even of the country in which 
we dwell, must also be suspended : how little 
can any one in authority actually see of what 
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may now be passing in India, or even in Ben 

gal? And all mercantile transactions must 
cease at once, for who in Calcutta has seen the 
present state of the market in Europe, in China, 
and elsewhere? As they have no other proof 
than the testimony of others, and possibly this 
uncertain, how can men be expected to risk 
their fortunes when they have seen nothing with 
their own eyes ?—The Courts of Justice too 
must be at once closed, for what Judge has 
ever seen the robberies and murders committed 
which are brought before him? or even what 
Jury? These when they sentence a man to 
death, have nothing to rely on but the testi- 
mony of others whose honesty may not always 
be above suspicion. Yet on this evidence does 
a judge pronounce a sentence which involves 
the death of a fellow-creature, and feels that to 
forbear, though he has seen nothing of the matter 
himself, would be to betray his trust, and vio- 
late his duty to his sovereign and his country 

Could he do more had he seen the whole trans- 
action with his own eyes ? 

It is evident therefore that credible testimony 
has the same force in urging us to duties of the 
most important nature, as our having witnessed 
things ourselves. But if the testimony of the 
Evangelists be not credible, how can ‘ the 
Precepts of Jesus” be ‘‘ the guide to happiness 
and peace?” And if their testimony respecting 
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the sayings of Jesus be so worthy of credit, 
how came their testimony respecting his acts, 
to be apt at best to carry so little weight with 
it? As they both rest on precisely the same 
authority, our ingenious friend must either ad- 
mit the full weight of the miraculous deeds of 
Jesus, or no longer present his countrymen with 
his sayings or precepts, as the guide to happi- 
ness and peace. 

If we combine all these facts, it will be evi- 
dent that Jesus must be regarded as God equal 
with the Father, expiating the sins of men, and 
saving them by his mighty power or the 
whole of the Gospels, no less than the rest of 
the Sacred Scriptures, must be rejected as a 
cunningly devised fable, involving a tissue of 
arrogance and deception unparalleled in the 
history of mankind. That one who had in- 
vited men to learn of him from his ‘ being 
meek and lowly in heart” that they might ‘‘ find 
rest to their souls,’—taught men “ that he who 
exalteth himself shall be abased,” and ‘* that 
there is nothing hid which shall not be made 
known and come abroad,”—solemnly affirmed 
that he sought not his own glory, and yet that he 
was ‘‘thetruth” itself, and that heaven and earth 
should pass away, but not his word,—should 
after this declare himself to be equal with the 
Father, to have come down from heaven to ex- 
piate the sins of men and save them from the 
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love of sin, to govern the world, and to be 
about to judge all mankind after previously 
raising them from their graves-—and yet there be 
no truth in this declaration respecting himself,— 
would form, (with deep reverence be it spoken, ) 
a combination of arrogance, falsehood, and folly, 
unequalled in the annals of human imposture. 
And that all this should be found in One whose 
precepts are allowed by the most unbiassed to 
be worthy of being set before mankind as a 
sure guide to happiness and peace, involves a 
fact far more wonderful than any miraculous 
relation given in Scripture. We intreat the 
author of this Selection to weigh these things 
with the utmost care, not only for the sake of 
his countrymen, but from a regard to his own 
immortal interests, so deeply affected by that 
declaration of Jesus, ‘‘ no man cometh to the 
Father but by me;” and that solemn warning, 
“If ye believe not that lam He, ye shall die 
in your sins.” In examining this subject we 
have carefully avoided every expression that 
could give him a moment's pain; and we beg 
to assure him, that while our grand object has 
been to place the truth clearly before him, if 
there be found a single word of that nature, 
we are unconscious of any such wish, and in- 
treat him to pardon the unintentional offence. 


IV. 


Reply to << A Second Appeal to the Christian Public 
in Defence of the Precepts of Jesus. By Ram- 
mohun Roy. (pp. 173.) Calcutta, 1821.” 


[Friend of India, Quarterly Series, No. [V. Dec. 1821. ] 


WHEN in our first Quarterly Number of the 
« Friend of India” we reviewed the ‘‘ Precepts 
of Jesus,” and the first ‘‘ Appeal to the Chris- 
tian Public,” as we felt some doubt whether 
their author fully believed the Deity of Christ, 
we adduced a few passages from Scripture 
tending to confirm this doctrine. In doing this, 
we, to meet his views, confined ourselves to the 
Gospels from which he had selected the Pre- 
cepts of Jesus, endeavouring to do it in such a 
spirit as might encourage him to enquire fur- 
ther after the truth. We feel thankful that 
this appeared to him so evident as ‘* to encou- 
rage him in examining further into the funda- 
mental principles of Christianity in a manner 
agreeable to his own feelings.” Happy should 
we be could we feel equal pleasure in the re- 
sult; but this Second Appeal to the Christian 
Public confirms all that we before only feared. 
It contains no less than an entire rejection of 
the doctrines of the Atonement, the Deity of 
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Christ, and the ever-blessed Trinity, as doc- 
trines not to be found in the Sacred Scriptures, 
and we are told in the concluding page, that 
‘if Christianity inculcated a doctrine which 
represents God as consisting of Three Persons, 
and appearing sometimes in the human form, 
at other times in a bodily shape like a dove, 
no Hindoo who searches after truth can consci- 
entiously profess it in preference to Hindoo- 
-ism.”—Assured, however, that these doctrines 
have produced the only fruits of righteousness 
yet seen on earth, and this in exact proportion 
as they have been believed and realized, we 
feel constrained, as friends of India, to examine 
thoroughly our author's reasons for rejecting 
them, which we hope to do in the spirit of ge- 
nuine Christianity and with the seriousness of 
those who feel the weight of the Psalmist’s en- 
quiry, ‘‘ If the foundations be destroyed, what 
shall the righteous do?” Should what we may 
advance happily lead him to re-consider the sub- 
ject and find the truth as it is in Jesus, this will 
afford us more solid satisfaction than the empty 
applause of a whole world; with which feel- 
ings he may rest assured that no expression 
will be intentionally admitted that can give 
him a moment's pain, unless it be that salutary 
pain which may flow from the effect of truth 

on the mind. 
We have before us a work of a Hundred and 
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Seventy-three Pages, to an examination of 
which we can scarcely devote half that num- 
ber: and while to leave a single page unno- 
ticed, might by some be deemed equivalent to 
leaving it unanswered, the mere transcription 
of the passages to be answered, were it done in 
every instance, would occupy nearly all the 
room we can give the reply itself. We shall 
therefore adduce such evidence for these doc- 
trines, as, if sound, will render every thing 
urged against them nugatory, though not par- 
ticularly noticed. 

Our author attributes his success in disco- 
vering what he deems ‘‘ Christianity not en- 
croached upon by human opinions,” to. his 
having ‘‘sought to attain the truths of Chris- 
tianity from the words of the Author of this 
religion, and from the undisputed instructions 
of his holy Apostles, and not from a parent or 
tutor,” p. 108; which course, he thinks, has pre- 
served his mind from ‘‘ the powerful effects of 
early religious impressions, p. 161. To this 
may be added the mode of perusing the Scrip- 
tures which he recommends, and which we may 
hence presume he has himself adopted, that of 
“‘ studying first the books of the Old Testament 
as found arranged in order, and acquiring aknow- 
ledge of the true force of scriptural phrases and 
expressions, without attending to interpreta- 
tions given by any sect—and then studying the 
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New Testament, comparing the one with the 
other,” p. 161. These circumstances, he thinks, 
enable him to maintain with confidence his 
opinions against so great a majority of Chris- 
tian teachers found in nearly all denomina- 
tions, ‘“‘ who appeal to the same authority for 
theirs.” Whether this freedom for “‘ the pow- 
erful effects of early religious impressions,” 
has enabled him to discover the truth of Scrip- 
ture in its most important doctrines, more fully 
in three or four years than others have done 
by the most unremitting study in thirty or 
forty,—yea so as to prove that the most learned 
and pious in every age of the church have been 
so completely mistaken as to transform the 
pure religion of Jesus into the most horrible 
idolatry, we will carefully examine. Could it 
be relied on indeed, his compendious method 
would deserve notice with a view to Christian 
education, as, on his plan, the most certain way 
of enabling any one to discover in a stiperior 
manner the truths and doctrines of Christi- 
anity, is, to leave him till the age of thirty or 
forty without any religious impression. 

But are early religious impressions the only . 
source of mistake? Is not the human heart 
the fabricator of its own prejudices? The par- 
tiality of friendship will often so blind a man’s 
eyes as to prevent his crediting the clearest 
facts relative to an opposite party, though com- 
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pletely within the reach of investigation. Of 
this we have examples not only in political 
matters, where truths and facts received by 
one side are treated with the utmost contempt 
by the other; but in private disputes, in which — 
facts come under our own view. Yea in some 
cases does not prejudice so completely pervade 
the mind as to blind us even to our own in- 
terests, and cause us to regard as false, facts 
known to be true by all our friends? Above all, 
does not that principle of self-righteousness 
which cleaves to all by nature, often blind a 
man to the clearest truths, because they are 
unpalatable? If this be the case, may it not 
be wise in our author to examine whether some 
secret bias of this kind may not have caused 
him to mistake respecting doctrines in their 
own nature of the most humbling tendency ? 
But, supposing the mind to be free from every 
bias, is it not a fact that the Scriptures, com- 
posed as they are of a Series of Writings which 
occupied sixteen centuries in their delivery, 
require the most diligent study before any man 
can so fully digest them as conscientiously to 
teach doctrines directly opposed to. those held 
by the mass of real Christians in every age? 
Much may be discovered at a first perusal; but 
such are the depth and sublimity of Scripture 
doctrines, that every new perusal to the end of 
lite fully repays the humble mind. It is more 
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than thirty-five years since the writer of these 
lines began to examine them with an earnest 
desire, as far as he knows his own feelings, to 
find out precisely the doctrines of Scripture 
that he might rest on them the weight of his 
own salvation: and though he does not pre- 
sume to deny that the author of this Appeal 
may have gained more in one year’s perusal of 
the Scriptures than others in ten, still as his stu- 
dy of them is so recent, he can scarcely forbear 
intreating him to peruse them anew before he 
finally reject those truths which the great 
body of the learned and pious have concurred 
in deeming fully contained in the Sacred Scrip- 
tures, and essential to salvation. 

On examining this ‘‘ Second Appeal to the 
Christian Public,” we find the author saying 
(page 8), that to deem “the most excellent 
precepts, the most perfect law, incapable of 
leading men to happiness and peace unless by 
causing them to take refuge in the doctrine of 
the cross” is setting at defiance the express 
commandments of Jesus; which, he insists, is 
done by the doctrine that ‘* the vicarious sa- 
crifice of Jesus on the cross is an atonement 
for the sins of mankind.” We confess that 
when we first saw this sentence, we could 
scarcely believe our own eyes. A further 
examination, however, painfully convinced us 
that we had not mistaken his meaning; for 
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he does affirm that Christ’s death was not in- 
tended as an atonement for sin; that men’s own 
imperfect obedience to the Divine law, although 
the best and -wisest of them ‘ are constantly 
neglecting the duty they owe to the Creator 
and their fellow-creatures,” p. 9, is yet suffi- 
cient to procure salvation, particularly if united 
with ‘‘ repentance,” which, according to him, 
‘<is declared the only means of procuring for- 
giveness of our failures.” As the First and 
Fourth Chapters of this Second Appeal are le- 
velled against the Atonement of Christ, there- 
fore, and this doctrine is held up toridicule in 
the latter part of the Sixth, while the Second 
and Third, with the Appendix, are directed 
principally against the Deity of Christ, (the 
Fifth having little on either of these doctrines,) 
we intreat permission before entering on the 
proof of Christ’s Deity, to examine our au- 
thor’s opinion of the Atonement, and to esta- 
blish that doctrine on Scripture evidence ;—and 
if this should unavoidably imply the Deity of 
the Redeemer, the fault will not be our’s, as 
we shall not have created this evidence, it 
having been deposited on record many cen- 
turies ago. | 
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CHAPTER I 


ON THE ATONEMENT. 


SECTION I. 


The wmpossibility of a Sinner’s being justified by 
the Divine Law. 

We commence with our author’s First Chap- 
ter: and here we can scarcely conceive how a 
man so intelligent should have mistaken so 
completely the nature of the Divine Law, which 
must be immutable, as to suppose it can re- 
ward or even forbear to punish disobedience. 
Yet this mistake evidently forms the founda- 
tion of all his opposition to the atonement of 
Christ. That the Divine Law punishes all dis- 
obedience however slight it may be, is evident 
from Pauls declaration, Rom. i. 17. ‘ The 
_ wrath of God is revealed from heaven against 
all ungodliness and unrighteousness of men.” 
Such, indeed, is the nature of an immutable 
law, that if it be violated but once, its penalty 
is incurred, which the offender must suffer, or 
the law be set aside. Hence one violation of 
it destroys for ever that obedience which might 
deserve reward: he who has kept the law has 
not broken it, and he who has broken it, cannot 
have kept it. That the same man, therefore, 
should incur its penalty for violating it, and also 
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deserve its reward for keeping it, is an outrage on 
common sense. This will clearly appear if we 
refer to human laws, imperfect as they are. 
Were a man at the age of seventy to commit a 
murder, he would be a violator of the law 
against murder though his life had been pre- 
viously spotless ; and for that one act he must 
receive condign punishment, or the law be set 
aside. The enquiry would not be, whether he had 
been every day stained with murder, but whe- 
ther he had been once guilty ofthat crime. Nay 
were he to live a hundred years afterwards 
without perpetrating another murder, unless 
pardoned he would still be a murderer whose life 
the law demanded. Apply this to the Divine 
law, and we shall find that the man who vio- 
lates it once, must be for ever characterized as 
its violator, though he should never repeat the 
crime. For him, therefore, to be rewarded as 
one who had kept the Divine law, would be di- 
rectly contrary to righteousness. That repent- 
ance makes not the least alteration in a law, is 
self-evident. Human judges enquire not about 
the repentance of the robber or murderer; but 
respecting his guilt. The Law indeed knows no 
repentance: to pardon aman on repentance, 1S, 
in his case to suspend the law. 

This doctrine, the dictate of natural equity, our 
author might have found fully laid down in the 
Sacred Scriptures. Paul, Gal. iii. quoting from 
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the Old Testament, says, ‘‘ Cursed is every one 
that continueth not in all things written in the 
book of the Law to do them,” which fully con- 
firms this doctrine; as ‘‘ a// things” include our 
duty to God as well as to man,—-and a continu- 
ance in performing them is required if we would 
escape the curse. So then if there should be 
an omission of any of these even for a single 
hour, righteousness denounces the offender as 
accursed, just as the man who may perpetrate 
a murder though in less time, is justly deemed 
a murderer. Hence the Apostle, having proved 
that all violate the Divine law, declares that 
‘‘as many as are of the works of the law are 
under the curse,” which is indeed granted by 
our author when he confesses that the best and 
the wisest of men are ‘‘ constantly neglecting 
the duty they owe to the Creator and their fel- 
low-creatures.” | , 
Rammohun Roy attempts to explain away 
this and other testimonies of this nature, by 
intimating p. 6, that St. Paul alludes to the 
Mosaic law ; by which we suppose he intends 
the ceremonial part of that law, for if he mean 
the moral part of the law given by Moses, this 
is precisely the law which he himself insists 
that the Saviour came to explain and establish. 
It happens unfortunately for him however, that 
the list of crimes in Deut. xxvii, to which the 
denunciation quoted by Paul is annexed, does 
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not contain a single ceremonial transgression. 
Indeed, had the whole of them been such, this 
circumstance would have been against him ra- 
ther than inhis favour. The reason why the neg- 
lect of a ceremonial command brings the curse 
on the offender is, that God has enjoined that 
ceremonial rite. But if the command of Al- 
mighty God be of such tremendous weight as 
to bring down his curse on him who neglects a 
rite in itself indifferent, merely because He has 
made it the subject of a command, how much 
more must this be the case where a moral duty, 
the omission of which Is in its own nature evil, 
is made the subject of his command! Our au- 
thor, we are certain, was not prepared to assert, 
that to omit a mere ceremonial rite commanded 
of God, brought his indignation on the offender 
far more than the commission of incest or mur- 
der. Yet this he does assert when he affirms, 
that in all these passages Paul intends the ce- 
remonial law alone. | 

This at once explains the declaration made 
Rom. ii. 20. ‘* By the deeds of the law there 
shall no flesh be justified in God’s sight; for by 
the law is the knowledge of sin.” If our author 
will understand this to mean the ceremonial law 
alone, he must either deny that the moral law 
when broken does bring home to the mind a 
knowledge of sin, or affirm that it does it in a far 
less degree; either of which is saying anew, 
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that to be guilty of incest or murder has in it 
far less of sin than the omission of a mere cere- 
monial rite. This also enables us to understand 
Rom. 11.19. ‘* Now we know that what things 
the law saith, it saith to them who are under 
the law, that every mouth may be stopped, and all 
the world become guilty before God.” Does their 
being merely under the law render them guilty 
before God? By no means; the highest arch- 
angel is under the Divine law, but he is not 
therefore guilty before God, because he has 
ever obeyed the Divine commands. But for a 
sinner to be under the law, (and there is no 
man that liveth and sinneth not,) is precisely 
the same thing as for a murderer to be under 
the law forbidding murder ; which, the moment 
it speaks, stops his mouth and brings him in 
guilty before his judge. 

Should our author wish for proof that all men 
are sinners, he may find it in the same chapter, 
Rom. ii. drawn from the source he recommends 
for prior perusal, the Old Testament, “As it 
is written Gin Psalm xiv.) There is none that 
understandeth, there is none that seeketh after 
God. There is none that doeth good ; no not 
one.’ —Nor can they boast the absence of evil ; 
for ‘‘ Their throat is an open sepulchre,” or ra- 
ther a sepulchre opened, sending forth its 
deadly stench on every side. ‘* With their 
tongues they have used deceit. Their mouth is 
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full of cursing and bitterness: and the way of 
peace have they not known.” Such is the de- 
scription which the All-seeing God gave of man 
nearly three thousand years ago; and by re- 
peating it at the end of a thousand years, he 
has fixed for ever his real character. 

Let us now enquire; Did Jesus when on 
earth, regard men as perfectly righteous, or as 
sinners? This question he answers himself, “I 
came not to call the righteous but sinners to 
repentance —to seek and to save them that are 
lost. If, knowing men to be sinners, he taught 
that those who had violated the Divine law 
could still obtain eternal life as the reward of 
their future obedience, chequered constantly 
with new failures as our author acknowledges, 
he not only denied his own atonement, and con- 
tradicted all that the Prophets had declared 
respecting it; but he completely set aside the 
law which he declares that he came to establish. 
Let us however examine the case of the lawyer 
adduced p. 7. by our author as a proof that 
Christ did this. And here it may not be im- 
proper to ask, Did Jesus who knew the hearts 
of all, regard this lawyer as perfectly sinless, 
an exception to all mankind, or as one righte- 
ous only in his own eyes? That the latter was 
really the case, will, we think, be evident on ex- 
amination. Although of the same nature with 
those of whom Paul testified ‘‘ There is none 
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righteous, no not one,” he did not come to Je- 
sus to enquire how he should be forgiven, but 
what he should do to inherit eternal life. In re- 
ply Jesus, with infinite propriety, taking him 
on his own principles as though he had been 
what he vainly imagined himself, a sinless man 
who needed no Saviour, directs him to the 
whole of the Divine law, adding, “‘ This doand 
thou shalt live.” And had he gone and sin- 
cerely attempted this, watching his own heart 
to discern those “‘ constant neglects of the duty 
he owed to the Creator and to his fellow-crea- 
tures” found according to our author in the best 
and wisest of men, he might in one hour have 
detected his own guilt, and have come to Jesus 
as one of those sinners whoin he came to seek 
and to save. A little reflection, indeed, will 
convince us that this self-righteous man at the 
moment he received this direction, was in the 
actual breach of the Divine law. In what spi- 
rit did he make this enquiry? ‘‘ He stood up 
and tempted Christ.” Had he loved God with 
all his heart, would he have wished to tempt 
his prophet ? for as such at least he must have 
regarded Christ, unless he wholly rejected the 
testimony God had given respecting him. Had 
he loved his neighbour as himself, would he 
have wished to tempt a righteous man who had 
never given him any cause of offence? Or had 
he loved all men, would he have stood enquir- 
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ing who was his neighbour? What course then 
could our Lord have taken better calculated to 
open this man's eyes to his real state, than thus 
to take him on his own principles and set him 
actually to attempt that, on doing which he so 
vainly prided himself? Had Christ told him at 
once that he was a sinner, he might probably 
have replied as did another of these self-righte- 
ous persons, ‘‘ All these things have I done 
from my youth up,” but who, when by way of 
trial prescribed a step in which Levi the pub- 
lican had found no kind of difficulty, that of 
leaving all for Christ, went away sorrowful, 
manifesting himself to be so complete a slave to 
the love of wealth and of human estimation, 
that he would not forego them even for treasure 
in heaven. 


SECTION II. 


General Remarks on the Evidence furnished by Scripture 
to the Atonement and the Deity of Christ. 


We now come to the evidence on which rests 
Christ’s Atonement for the sins of men, which 
our author so unhappily attempts to ridicule, 
insisting that Jesus himself declares ‘‘ the sole 
object of his mission was to preach and impart 
divine instructions,” p. 58 ;—that his suffering 
death for the offences of others ‘‘ seems totally 
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inconsistent with the justice ascribed to God, 
and even at variance with those principles of 
equity required of men,” p. 62 ;—that he him- 
self declares frequently ‘‘ that he saved the 
people solely through the inculcation of the 
word of God, representing himself as a Saviour, 
or a distributer of eternal life, in his capacity 
of divine teacher,” and that ‘‘ he is of course 
justly termed and esteemed a Saviour for having 
instructed men in the Divine will and law never 
before so fully revealed,” p. 65;—that “ the 
term Lamb of God” is applied to him because 
he, as well as many of the apostles, being in- 
nocent was “ subjected to persecution,” p. 68; 
—that ‘‘ he was sent into this world to suffer 
death and difficulties like other prophets who 
went before him,” p. 69, while he was “‘ pure 
as light, innocent as a lamb, necessary for 
eternal life as bread for a temporal one, and 
great as the angels of God, or rather greater 
than they,” zdcd. and that “‘ the iniquity of one’s 
being sentenced to death as an atonement for 
the fault committed by another, is so palpable” 
that—‘‘ every just man would shudder at the 
idea of one’s being put to death for a crime 
committed by another, even if the innocent 
man should willingly offer his life in behalf of - 
that other,” p. 64. All these assertions we shall 
meet simply with Divine Testimony on. this 
subject, from which there can be no appeal, 
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and with which, we think, our author should 
have made himself fudly: acquainted before he 
published them to the world. Every one who 
reads them will not be aware that he has not; 
some will think it impossible that any man 
could have published them till he had most di- 
ligently examined every idea found in Scrip- 
ture on this important subject, and hence, 
giving him credit for having thus done, will 
make no examination themselves. 

The evidence given in Scripture to the exist- 
ence of the Triune God, the Deity of the Son, 
and the Atonement of Christ for the sins. of 
men, is to be found less in definitions and sim- 
ple declarations, than as interwoven in precepts 
and commands, which is the case even with 
that which relates to the being of a God, all 
these doctrines being intended less for specu- 
lation than for that faith and cordial obedience 
which renovate the heart and produce the fruits 
of righteousness. The gratification of mere 
curiosity seems never to have been the object . 
of Divine Revelation. Hence, of historical 
facts we are told—just as much as will be pro- 
fitable to the mind. He who has given us 
history so ancient that profane history begins 
merely where it ends,—has developed the 
state of the antediluvian world, — and in- 
formed us that the angels who kept not their 
first estate, are reserved in chains under dark- 
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ness unto the judgment of the great day, could 
have added in a few pages, facts relative to 
that awful defection, to the state of mankind 
before the flood, or even to the history of the 
first ten centuries afterwards, which the literati 
of the present day would have deemed beyond 
all price. But this did not seem good to Him 
who has hidden from the wise and prudent 
those things which he has revealed unto babes. 
Hence we have scarcely a full creed given us 
in any part of the Scriptures. He who would 
believe to the saving of the soul, must in the 
very act unite to faith cordial obedience, in doing 
which he finds at length that he has a complete 
creed given him in those precepts which he has 
been obeying from the heart. So just is that 
saying of our Lord’s, ‘‘ He that well do his will 
shall know of the doctrine, whether it be of 
God, or whether I speak of myself.” Doctrines 
delivered in the form of divine commands, how- 
ever, involve in themselves a far stronger kind 
of evidence, than as though delivered merely as 
speculative axioms. Had they been given as sim- 
ple declarations, they would have committed the 
veracity of the revealer, but when given as com- 
mands, they also involve his goodness. He who 
knowingly declares a thorough villain to be a 
man of the strictest probity, utters a falsehood ; 
but if he bring him to me as one to whom | 
may confide all my property, he ruins me at 
G 


82 


once. To declare of a man totally ignorant of 
medicine, that he is a most able physician, is a 
falsehood which deserves reprobation; but 
knowingly to introduce him to a friend near 
death, as one on whom he may rely for a cure, 
is deliberate murder. Thus to declare a thing 
true which is really false, misleads the soul; 
but to deliver it as a command leading to eter- 
nal life, is to be guilty of destroying for ever, 
an individual, a whole nation, and _ possibly 
successive generations. 

The evidence which the Scripture furnishes 
both of the Atonement and the Deity of the 
Son, while all is the dictate of the Holy Spirit, 
may be traced up to Pive different Sources, equal 
in authenticity, but differing in clearness and 
fulness. First, If the doctrine of the Atonement 
be found in the Scriptures, it is natural to ex- 
pect that it will be either expressed or implied 
in the Old Testament. As men were sinners 
from the beginning, a doctrine so important 
must have entered into the religion of the an- 
cient patriarchs and prophets. However much 
it might have been veiled under that obscure 
dispensation, still it must have existed, and 
must have formed the foundation both of their 
_ faith and practice. Evidence drawn from this 
source, it may be observed, if fully substanti- 
ated, unavoidably implies the truth of the doc- 
trine, whatever be found on the subject in the 
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New Testament. If it be predicted that the 
Son should appear in human nature and die for 
sinners, we may be certain that for them he 
died, if he became incarnate and died at all, 
little as may have been said on this subject 
by himself or his followers. And, we may add, 
if he be described in these ancient writings as 
equal in nature with the Father; since he 
changes not, even the silence of the New 
Testament writers on this subject could by no 
means invalidate the fact. Secondly, our 
Lord’s own declarations furnish another source 
of evidence. Though when it displayed his 
own infinite love, he might have chosen to be 
silent on this subject, especially when his dis- 
ciples even at his crucifixion knew not the 
Scriptures that he should rise from the dead, 
yet if in his humiliation he gave merely a hint, 
which, justly construed, would imply either 
his Atonement or his Deity, we need no farther 
testimony from one ‘‘in whom,” according to 
our author, “ dweltall truth.” Any application 
of a prediction, delivered in the Old Testament, 
respecting his Atonement or Deity, would be 
peculiarly conclusive, as it would assure us that 
we had not mistaken the meaning of the Holy 
Spirit in applying such passage to Jesus. 
Thirdly, .any declaration respecting his Atone- 
ment or Deity given by the Evangelists them- 
selves, forms another kind of evidence. Among 
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other things which became the Saviour when 
he took on himself the form of a servant, was, 
the duty of acting conformably to that state: 
and although he could neither deny nor wholly 
conceal his Deity, he made it his chief business 
while on earth to serve and obey. But the 
Evangelists could say things respecting their 
beloved Lord which that propriety he never in- 
fringed, might forbid his saying while he dwelt 
on earth, a man of sorrows and acquainted 
with griefs. Hence every hint they give re- 
specting Christ’s Atonement or his Deity, is 
irrefragable evidence; and their thus apply- 
ing any passage in the Old Testament, renders 
its evidence incontrovertible, by assuring us 
that in our applying it we have neither mis- 
taken the subject nor the person. Fourthly, 
the writings of the Apostles exhibit their ma- 
turest ideas of the Redeemer. While they were 
guided by the Holy Spirit into all truth, they 
had on themselves the most awful responsi- 
bility which at any time ever attached to mor- 
tals. Entrusted on the one hand with the 
honour and glory of their Lord, whom they had 
seen lay down his life for them, they were on 
the other entrusted with the temporal and 
eternal happiness of future generations. Hence. 
if they forbore to speak the truth respecting 
Jesus, they degraded their Lord; if they ex- 
alted him beyond the truth, they ruined mar-_ 
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kind throughout every future generation. And 
since they were aware that their writings and 
example would be imperative on all the future 
followers of Jesus, if in these circumstances 
they indulged in fancy while speaking of their 
Lord, instead of delivering to mankind the 
clear and sober truth respecting him, they 
deserved to be ranked among the basest of 
men. Whatever their practice and writings 
therefore declare or fairly imply respecting 
Jesus, may be relied on as indubitable evidence. 
This applies with particular force to the Apos- 
tle John. If we may rely on uncontradicted 
tradition, the circumstances in which he wrote 
were peculiarly important. Surviving all his 
fellow Apostles, he lived till nearly sixty years 
after the death of his beloved Lord ; and wrote 
at a time when his Godhead was impugned by 
some, and his human nature by others. This 
adds new weight to every expression he uses 
in describing his nature, either in his Gospel 
or his Epistles; for if when he must have been 
conscious that the eyes of all the churches 
were upon him as the last of the personal dis- 
ciples of Christ, he was not circumspect in the 
choice of his language when describing him,-— 
if he even suffered an ambiguous expression 
to escape him in a tongue in which he had 
preached Christ at least for fifty years if it was 
not familiar to him from his infancy, instead of 
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being termed John the Divine, as he has been 
by the concurrent voice of seventeen centuries, 
he more justly merited the epithet of, the hoary — 
Deceiver. If then they in these circumstances 
apply to Jesus any passage in the Old Testa- 
ment relative to the Atonement or the Deity of 
the Son, this is a decided proof that in thus ap- 
plying it, we are perfectly correct.—~—-Filthly, 
in the book of Revelation we have evidence 
originating in a different source. In vision, the 
truth and accuracy of the scenes in which rest 
on precisely the same authority with “the 
Precepts of Jesus,” we have the Saviour intro- 
duced in his majesty and glory, the heavenly 
world opened to our view, and the sentiments 
of the blessed above respecting Him expressed 
in the most unequivocal manner. On what- 
ever is there expressed therefore respecting the 
Atonement or the Deity of the Saviour, we 
may rely as being not only the truth itself,— 
but the grand exemplar of our own language 
and feelings, should we ever be permitted to 
join the blissful assembly above. 

Respecting the whole of this evidence we 
may add, that as all originates in the Spirit of 
God, one passage which clearly proves either 
the Atonement or the Deity of Christ, is quite 
sufficient. The Spirit of Truth being the same, 
twenty passages cannot render the doctrine 
more true than one; and the only reason why 
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we can wish more is, that if one stand alone, 
we may possibly have mistaken its meaning. 
Where evidence concurs therefore drawn from 
two of these sources, we have the most decided 
proof of its truth, as this vouches for its just 
application; and if these five kinds unite in any 
one fact, such security for its truth is given as 
is found no where else among men. Of these 
five sources of evidence, we in our last Review 
confined ourselves to the two contained in the 
Gospels. As by our author's quoting them, how- 
ever, all the Scriptures are open to us, we may 
now avail ourselves of the whole. Still since 
he intimates that ‘“‘ were it a practice among 
Christians to study first the Old Testament as 
found arranged in order—and then to study the 
New Testament comparing the one with the 
other, Christianity would no longer be liable 
to be encroached upon by human opinions,” we 
deem ourselves bound to adopt this mode, 
whatever be its disadvantages. In doing this 
we Shall also examine those passages of Scrip- 
ture on which he has animadverted in the Ap- 
pendix, as these animadversions form the sinews 
of his work. 
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SECTION III. 


Evidence borne to the Atonement by the Pentateuch. 


We begin with the first Promise made to 
mankind, a passage which seems entirely to 
have escaped our author’s notice, although it 
well deserves it. This occurs Gen. i. 15. ‘I 
will put enmity between thee and the woman, 
and between thy seed and her seed: it, or he, 
shall bruise thy head, and thou shalt bruise his 
heel.” Respecting this promise, common sense 
dictates that it must contain a meaning worthy 
the wisdom of the Promiser. This it cannot 
have if we confine it to the serpent considered 
as areptile. What could a reptile feel relative 
to the fate of its offspring through future ages ? 
Of what individual serpent did the seed of the 
woman break the head so as for it to bruise his 
heel? But man had been tempted to his ruin, 
and Divine wisdom and mercy required, that 
the Tempter should be the object of this threat- 
ening. This explains the promise. The de- 
struction of the Tempter’s power is threatened. 
But his power is seen in his causing men to 
sin. The destruction of his power, therefore, is 
salvation to man: and “‘ for this purpose the 
Son of God was manifested, that he might de- 
stroy the works of the devil,” John ii. 8. Jesus 
then is the Seed of the Woman, who suffered 
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from the malice of Satan while he on the cross 
destroyed his power by atoning for sin and 
reconciling man to God. If it be urged that 
man’s being delivered from the power of sin is 
here intended, rather than an atonement for 
sin; we reply, that atonement for sin both pre- 
cedes and originates deliverance from its power. 
Deliverance from sin is the greatest of all bless- 
ings; and man previously to atonement made, 
is, according to Paul, under God’s righteous 
curse. But, till it be removed, curse excludes 
blessing, otherwise curse is no more curse. 
From this curse ‘‘ Christ hath redeemed us, 
Gal. iii. being made a curse for us;—that we 
might receive the promised Spirit through 
faith ;” which faith, changing the heart and pu- 
rifying it from the love of all sin, destroys the 
power of Satan over the soul. This threatening 
then is a promise of complete redemption; and 
as such we have reason to believe that our first 
parents themselves received it, and were recon- 
ciled to God through faith in the promised 
Saviour. 

This is illustrated by Gen. iv. 4. “ And 
Abel he also brought of the firstlings of his 
flock and of the fat thereof. And Jehovah had 
respect unto Abel and to his offering.” Com- 
paring this with Heb. xi. 4. we find that, “‘ by 
faith Abel offered a more excellent sacrifice 
than Cain.” We have then in the first human 
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household a sacrifice offered and approved of 
God by such evident tokens that they are per- 
ceived not only by the sacrificer but by his 
brother. This tells us that if Sacrifices were 
not of Divine institution, they were sanctioned 
by the approbation of God in the very first in- 
stance. But what does a man say who brings 
a living victim and offers it in sacrifice? That 
he deserves death for his transgressions and 
offers this victim instead of himself. Indeed it 
is difficult to say on what other principle God, 
who preserveth man and beast, nor suffers a 
sparrow to fall to the ground without his per- 
mission, should approve the slaughter of an 
innocent animal, otherwise than for food. 
When sacrifices were publicly enjoined on 
Israel however, their design was fully deve- 
loped. Aaron, Lev. xvi. 17. with the blood of 
the beast he had slain, enters alone into the 
holiest of all, and makes atonement for himself, 
his household, and all the congregation of Israel : 
and if we turn to the New Testament, we shall 
find the Apostle who wrote the Epistle to the 
Hebrews with the express design of conveying 
just ideas on this subject, declaring, ch. x. 4. 
‘‘ It is not possible that the blood of bulls and 
goats should take away sins.” If these sacri- 
fices then were accepted of God as an atone- 
ment when he knew that it was impossible they 
should take away sins, he either accepted them 
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as an atonement knowing that they were xo 
atonement, and thereby encouraged a deceptive 
worship, or he accepted them with a view to a 
real atonement. But the former idea while it 
would be blasphemy against God who cannot lie, 
would be fatal to all the religion of Abel, Noah, 
Abraham, Moses, and the other worthies of the 
Old Testament; as this, founded on sacrifices 
and constantly nourished by them, must have 
been founded wholly on falsehood. As sacri- 
fices did not take away sin, although they be- 
lieved that their sins were taken away, if they 
did not look forward to Christ’s atonement, 
their faith by which they ‘‘ wrought righteous- 
ness, was founded on deception,—deception 
fostered by God himself. In the acceptance of 
sacrifices by the God of truth, a future Atone- 
ment which could take away sins, is therefore 
unavoidably implied. 

Moreover it was “ by faith” that Abel offered 
a more excellent sacrifice than Cain.” This 
faith must have been founded on some declara- 
tion. We hitherto find nothing declared how- 
ever, beside the first promise couched in the 
form of a threatening to the Tempter; and we 
are certain that Abel looked forward to Christ, 
as he is included in the same catalogue with 
Abraham who saw Christ’s day and rejoiced, 
and Moses who esteemed the reproach of Christ 
greater riches than the treasures of Egypt. 
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God’s gracious acceptance of these sacrifices 
then as really foretold the future atonement as 
the strongest declaration; for thereon was sus- 
pended the eternal hope of Abel and of all who 
after him offered sacrifices in like manner: and 
for God to have encouraged in them an unreal 
hope, would have been—to give a stone instead 
of bread, and instead ofa fish, a serpent. 

Here however we are not left to induction. 
On referring to Heb. x. we find One thus speak- 
ing, ‘‘ Sacrifice and offering thou wouldst not, 
but a body hast thou prepared me. In burnt- 
offerings and sacrifices for sin thou hast had no 
pleasure.” Sacrifices considered in themselves 
then, were never desired by God, they were 
approved merely with a view to Ais making 
atonement for whom God had prepared a body. 
Who this was, the apostle tells us, ch. ix. 26. 
‘“« Christ hath once in the end of the world ap- 
peared to put away sin by the sacrifice of him- 
self.” We have thus the most direct evidence 
that Christ’s future atonement furnished the 
only ground on which sacrifices were ever ac- 
cepted : hence they ceased after he had offered 
himself a sacrifice for sin. Strange that in 
comparing the Old Testament with the New, 
this chain of facts should have escaped our 
author's notice. 

These receive additional confirmation from 
Noah’s sacrifice on his coming out of the ark. 
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This, like Abel’s, was a burnt-offering; and 
respecting it we are informed Gen. viii. 21, that 
‘© God smelled a sweet savour ;” by which is 
meant, that they were acceptable to him. This 
is also testified by His saying in his heart, “ I 
will not again curse the ground for man’s sake, 
although the imagination of man’s heart is evil 
from his youth.” This testimony of the Divine 
approbation to sacrifices necessarily gave direc- 
tion to the religion of the new world; but did 
the Almighty while he still declared the ex- 
istence of human depravity, declare himself 
propitiated by that which he knew was no 
atonement? Was he pleased with sacrifices in 
which he had no delight ? or did he hereby di- 
rect the new race of mankind to One hereafter 
to come into the world and make a real atone- 
ment? The former is contrary to his righteous 
nature, the latter is subsequently confirmed by 
numerous testimonies. All the genuine religion 
of the new world, then, was founded on the fu- 
ture atonement. Nor was it unfruitful ; it ori- 
ginated, among other fruits, the piety of Job 
and his friends, which if their hope was unreal, 
was wholly the offspring of falsehood. 

Having mentioned Job, we may here advert 
tohis testimony respecting the future Redeemer, 
Job xix. 25. ‘*I know that my Redeemer 
liveth, and that he shall stand in the latter day 
upon the earth.” ‘This plainly shews that the 
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Messiah is not termed a Redeemer merely on 
account of his teaching or his example: these 
could be of no value to Job who lived so long 
before his appearance on the earth. He must 
therefore have styled him his Redeemer on 
some other account. Was this his becoming 
an atonement, or his delivering him from his 
temporary calamities by his wisdom and al- 
mighty power? Ifthe former, this proves the 
Atonement, if the latter, it proves the Deity of 
the Redeemer about to stand the latter day on 
the earth. 

Abraham adds additional evidence to the 
Atonement. He is thus addressed, Gen. xii. 
‘‘Get thee out of thy country and from thy 
kindred and from thy father’s house, unto a 
land that I will shew thee: and I will make of 
thee a great nation, and I will bless thee ;—and 
thou shalt be a blessing—and in thee shall all 
the families of the earth be blessed.” This af- 
fords another proof that doctrines are often de- 
livered in the form of commands; and _ that 
this, instead of lessening, enhances their weight. 
What could have been more dreadful than for 
Abraham to have left his country, his kindred, 
and every thing dear to human nature, and to 
have gone to a land in which neither he nor his 
posterity for above four centuries afterwards, 
were permitted to erect a building, or possess 
a foot of land except for a burying place,—upon 
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a mere deception, and this originating in the 
God of the whole earth? Respecting this pro- 
mise however if we consult Gal. i1. 13. <‘ Christ 
has redeemed us from the curse of the law, 
being made a curse for us, for it is written, 
Cursed is every one that hangeth on a tree, 
that the blessing of Abraham might come on the 
Gentiles through Jesus Christ ;” we shall find 
that it fully foretels the Atonement. Want of 
room constrains us to pass over the evidence 
furnished by Isaac and Jacob, and by that sin- 
gular type of our Lord’s priesthood recognized 
in the Psalms and in the New Testament, in 
the person of Melchizedek king of Salem ; 
nor are we able to notice that eminent prophecy 
respecting the Saviour delivered by Jacob on 
his death-bed. ‘ The sceptre shall not depart 
from Judah—till Shiloh come.” 

In Exodus we are introduced into a new 
scene. The children of Abraham had now be- 
come a nation, and in bringing them out of 
Egypt with a mighty hand, Jehovah, the only 
true God, addressed himself in the most pow- 
erful manner to all the nations around. By 
the last plague he inflicted on Egypt he brought 
before Israel their own desert of death, and 
the atonement, the way of deliverance he had 
appointed for guilty man. This was done by 
the institution of the Passover. On this oc- 
casion the Israelites were directed to take a 
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lamb for each house, chosen on the tenth, and 
slain on the fourteenth of the same month in 
the evening ;—then to take the blood, and 
strike it on the lintel and the two side-posts of 
the door; and afterwards to eat the flesh 
roasted, with unleavened bread and _ bitter 
herbs. Respecting the blood thus sprinkled on 
the door-posts, God was pleased to say, ch. xii. 
13. ‘And when I see the blood, I will pass 
over you, and the plague shall not be upon you 
to destroy you when I smite the land of Egypt.” 
This Passover they were commanded to keep 
every year throughout their generations; and 
it will be seen that this solemn rite, which 
taught them that they, deserving death, were 
preserved from the destroyer through the blood 
of alamb, directed their attention to a nobler 
victim, when it is considered that He by whom 
this was commanded, knew it to be ‘‘ impos- 
sible for the blood of bulls and goats to take 
away sin.” On turning to the New Testament 
according to our author’s suggestion, we not 
only find John Baptist pointing out Jesus as’ 
‘‘the Lamb of God that taketh away the sins 
of the world,” but Paul recognizing his death 
under this very figure, 1 Cor. v.7. ‘* For even 
Christ our passover was sacrificed for us ;” and 
Peter confirming this testimony, 1 Pet. 1. 18.— 
‘Ye know that ye were redeemed—with the 
precious blood of Christ as of a lamb without ble- 
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mish and without spot.” Nay, pursuing our re- 
search, we find, Rev. v. the ideas of the re- 
deemed above coinciding with those of the 
apostles below. In the midst of the throne and 
of the four beasts and the four and twenty 
elders stood ‘‘a Lamb as it had been slain,” the 
Mediator between God and man. This Lamb 
all the blessed falling down adored, saying 
‘Thou art worthy—/or thou wast slain and hast 
redeemed us to God by thy blood.” it was not 
then on account of Christ’s innocence merely, 
that he was compared to a Lamb; his being 
sacrificed,—stain,—his redeeming them to God 
by his blood, fixed on him the attention of the 
apostles and saints on earth, and of the blessed 
above. How different the opinion of our au- 
thor respecting Christ from theirs who “ see 
him as He is!” Rejecting his blood, he will 
hear of nothing but redemption by his instruc- 
tions. Should he retain this opinion till death, 
how can he unite with them above ? 

The family whom God had chosen to preserve 
the knowledge of himself, being now about to 
be embodied as a nation, laws and religious 
ceremonies were prescribed then by God him- 
self, from which they were forbidden to swerve 
in the least degree. In these, sacrifices with 
the express view of making atonement were 
ever prominent ; and when we reflect that .in 
these sacrifices themselves God had no plea- 
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sure, we are irresistibly led to the conclusion 
that they were intended to lead them forward 
to Him who should hereafter come in the body 
God had prepared him, and once in the end of 
the world put away sin by the sacrifice of him- 
self. To substantiate this we have only to ex- 
amine the Mosaic ritual. A High Priest was 
appointed, who, arrayed in garments made for 
glory and beauty, and bearing on his ephod 
and his breast-plate, engraven on precious 
stones, the names of the twelve tribes of Israel, 
appeared before God to bear their iniquities 
and even those of their holy things, that they 
might be acceptable before God. This High 
Priest, however, dared not appear before God 
in his own righteousness; a bullock and a ram 
were slain for an atonement for him, the blood 
of which was afterwards applied to his right 
ear, his right hand, and his right foot. When 
this atonement had been made to sanctify the 
high priest himself, he was to offer up morning 
and evening a lamb as a continual burnt-offer- 
ing; which done, God declared that he would 
dwell amongst them, and be their God. In 
Lev. ix. 7, we find Moses thus commanding 
Aaron, ‘‘ Go unto the altar and offer thy sin- 
offering and thy burut-offering, and make an 

atonement for thyself and for the people; and | 
offer the offerings of the people, and make an 
atonement for the people,.as the Lord com- 
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manded ;” and ver. 23, 24, that this being done, 
* the glory of the Lord appeared unto the peo- 
ple. And there came out a fire from before 
the Lord, and ‘consumed upon the altar the 
burnt-offering and the fat,” in token of the Di- 
vine approbation. Yet this High Priest was 
permitted to come into the holiest of all only 
once in the year, and then not without blood. 
The Annual Scape Goat teaches the same 
doctrine. In Lev. xvi. we find Aaron directed 
to take of the congregation two kids of the 
goats for a sin-offering, and a ram for a burnt- 
offering. On these two goats he was to cast 
lots, that one might be for the Lord, and the 
other, ‘‘ presented alive to the Lord to make an 
atonement with him, and then to be let go for 
a Scape Goat into the wilderness.” The first 
goat he was to kill, and sprinkle the blood on 
the mercy-seat within the veil. While this was 
doing, no one of the congregation was suffered 
to be within even the holy place. All were to 
remain without till Aaron had thus made an 
atonement for himself, his household, and all 
the congregation of Israel. He was then to lay 
his hands on the head of the living goat, and 
‘« confess over him all the iniquities of the chil- 
dren of Israel,” putting them on the head of the 
goat, and by the hand of a fit person to send it 
away into the wilderness. This was made a 
perpetual statute in Israel, ‘‘ to make an atone- 
H 2 
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ment for all their sins once in every year.” 
Commands like these did more than merely 
foretel the Atonement of Christ. As He who 
commanded them, had no pleasure in sacrifices, 
and knew that the blood of bulls and goats 
could not take away sins; without a view toa 
real atonement to express approbation at these 
being offered, was to deceive the worshippers 
and leave them still in their sins. When we 
reflect that these included the best of men for 
the next fourteen centuries, with the prophets 
and all the succeeding writers of the Old Tes- 
tament, can any thing be more dreadful than 
such a supposition ? 

But strong as is this inference, we need it 
not; we have direct evidence that this prefigured 
the atonement of Christ. The very plan our 
author lays down as the certain way to dis- | 
prove this doctrine, that of comparing the Old 
Testament with the New, renders this fact 
clear as the light. In Heb. ix. the Apostle 
takes up this subject, and after describing the 
high priest’s entering alone once a year into 
the Holiest of all with blood, which he offered 
for himself and for the errors of the people, he 
says ver. 12, ‘‘ But Christ being come a high 
priest of good things to come,—not by the 
blood of goats and calves, but by has own blood, 
hath entered once into the Holy place, having 
obtained eternal redemption for us,” adding 
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ver. 15, ‘‘ For this cause he is the Mediator of 
the New Testament, that by means of death 
for the redemption of the transgressions that were 
under the first (the Old) Yestament, they who are 
called might receive the promise of eternal in- 
heritance.” He further declares, that since 
Christ could not have offered himself often, 
without often suffering since the foundation of 
the world, he hath ‘‘ appeared once in the end 
of the world to put away sin by the sacrifice of 
himself;” and appealing to the most certain 
and solemn of all facts, the mortality of man 
and the judgment which follows, he adds; ‘So 
Christ was once offered to bear the sins of 
many; and unto them who look for him shall 
he appear the second time without sin unto 
salvation, —among which number may our au- 
thor and ourselves be found at the great and 
last day ! 

In giving this brief view of the evidence for 
the Atonement of Christ furnished by the Pen- 
tateuch, we have been constrained to omit a 
number of minuter facts, highly valuable in 
point of evidence, as here the minutest rite ap- 
pointed of God becomes strong testimony. To 
some this kind of evidence may be new, as 
they have been accustomed to attach this term 
only to clear declaration or prediction. Our 
Lord, however, in discoursing with his disciples 
previously to his ascension, tells them; ‘‘ These 
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are the words which I spake unto you while 
yet with you, that all things must be fulfilled 
which are written in the law of Moses, and in 
the Prophets, and in the Psalms concerning 
me; in this threefold division of the evidence 
respecting himself contained in the Old Testa- 
ment, assigning this the first place. The de- 
claration of Moses relative to Christ's being 
raised up a prophet like unto himself, as it is 
urged exclusively against Christ’s Deity, will be 
hereafter considered. 


SECTION IV. 
The Psalms examined respecting the Atonement. 


Or the other Two Divisions, on our author's 
plan, to which we shall strictly adhere, the 
Psalms come next. In briefly examining both 
them and the Prophets respecting Christ’s 
Atonement, we shall omit those passages which 
refer exclusively to his Deity, reserving them 
for a separate examination. In doing this, as 
every passage in the Psalms or the Prophets 
which our Lord adduced as speaking of himself, 
he thereby made his own, we shall be able fully 
to gratify the wish our author expresses p. 9, 
‘< As the reverend Editor has most fairly and 
justly confined himself to arguments founded 
on the authority of the Divine Teacher himself, 
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I should hope to be allowed to beg him to 
point out, in order to establish his position, 
even a single passage pronounced by Jesus en- 
joining a refuge in such a doctrine of the Cross 
as all-sufficient or indispensable for salvation.” 

We find the Psalms confirming every thing 
implied in the Mosaic ritual respecting the fu- 
ture Atonement. In them the Redeemer is 
described in almost every situation. The Se- 
cond Psalm opens with a view of things imme- 
diately after his resurrection. <‘‘ Why do the 
heathen rage, and the nations imagine a vain 
thing?” &c. &c. This rage was excited by the 
doctrine that Christ had made atonement for 
sinners, aS we may learn by recurring to Acts 
iv. where the disciples, threatened by the ru- 
lers for preaching this doctrine, go to their own 
company, and lift up their voices with one ac- 
cord to God in the very words of this Psalm, 
adding, ver. 27. “ For of a truth, against thy 
holy child Jesus, whom thou hast anointed, both 
Herod and Pontius Pilate with the Gentiles 
and the people of Israel were gathered toge- 
ther.” Their application of this prophecy was 
confirmed by a visible token of the Diviné ap- 
probation. 

Psalm xvi. 8—1l1. describes the feelings of 
the Redeemer in the prospect of death, as we are 
taught, Acts ii. 25—27, where the Holy Spirit 
recites the prophecy with a variation of phrase 
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made thereby as really the word of God as the 
original prophecy. ‘‘ For David speaketh con- 
cerning him (Jesus of Nazareth), I foresaw the 
Lord always before my face, he is at my right 
hand that I should not be moved; therefore 
did my heart rejoice and my tongue was glad, 
moreover also my flesh shall rest in hope; be- 
cause thou wilt not leave my soul in hell, nei- 
ther wilt thou suffer thine Holy One to see 
corruption.” Here the circumstances which 
related to the death of Christ are noticed even 
to the fact that the body of Christ should not 
see that corruption which seizes other human 
bodies almost before the spirit has departed. 
Still in his humiliation the Holy Spirit recog- 
nizes his equality with the Father by styling 
him ‘‘ the Holy One,” a term applied in Scrip- 
ture only to the Sacred Three. 

In Psalm xxi. we have the words in which 
our Lord expressed himself while atoning for 
our sins, ‘‘ My God, my God, why hast thou 
forsaken me?” This Psalm is applied to the 
Redeemer, Heb. ii. where, declaring that it 
became Him by whom are all things and for 
whom are all things, to make the Captain of 
our salvation perfect through sufferings, Paul, 
ver. 11, from this Psalm demonstrates Christ’s 
human nature ; ‘For both he that sanctifieth and 
they who are sanctified are all of one, where- 
fore he is not ashamed to call them brethren ; 
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saying, I will declare thy name unto my bre- 
thren.” But what need of proving his human, 
if he had not a Divine Nature? of proving him 
man, if Paul had not adored him as God over 
all blessed for evermore? Did Paul ever at- 
tempt to prove his own human nature? or even 
that of Moses? Was it ever said that Elijah 
or Moses was not ashamed to call the saints of 
God brethren? 

Psalm xxxi. gives us the words in which after 
declaring ‘‘ Itis finished,” Christ resigned his spi- 
rit to his Heavenly Father, ‘ Into thy hands I 
commit my spirit.” But it is in the fortieth 
Psalm as already mentioned, that the Son de- 
scribes the joy and delight which he felt in 
assuming our nature that he might become a 
sacrifice for sin. ‘‘ Sacrifice and offering thou 
didst not desire, mine ears hast thou opened: 
burnt-offering and sin-offering hast thou not 
required.” It was then faith in the rea/ sacri- 
fice which was required when sacrifices were 
commanded. ‘Then said I, lo I come: in the 
volume of the book it is written of me; I de- 
light to do thy will, O my God; yea thy law is 
within my heart.” This is applied to Christ, 
Heb. x. 4—7. Having laid down the im- 
mutable axiom, that it is not possible for the 
blood of bulls and goats to take away sin, the 
Holy Spirit adds, “‘ Wherefore when he cometh 
into the world he saith, Sacrifice and offering 
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me.” By these declarations various facts are 
established. They inform us that the grand 
design of the Son in becoming man, was that 
of being a sacririce; which fully refutes 
our author's assertion p. 58, that ‘‘ the sole ob- 
ject of his mission was to preach and impart 
divine instructions.” How he could indeed 
affirm this with the following declaration before 
him, ‘‘ Therefore doth my Father love me be- 
cause I Jay down my life that I may take it 
again,” we are at a loss to conceive. Did the 
Father love the Son for doing that which it was 
no part of his work to do? And was it no part 
of his work to do that for which he had re- 
ceived the Father’s command ?——They also de- 
monstrate that the Son DELIGHTED in offering 
himself a sacrifice, which refutes that dreadful 
assertion that Jesus ‘‘ declared great aversion 
to the death of the cross,” and merely “‘ yielded 
to it as knowing that the will of his Father 
rendered such death unavoidable.” That hu- 
man nature in its pure state should tremble at 
the wrath of Ged, instead of despising it, was 
infinitely right ; but that he who delighted to 
do his Father’s will when he knew that-this will 
was his dying on the cross in the body pre- 
pared for him, should yield thereto merely 
because the will of his Father rendered it un- 
avoidable, is such a charge against the Prince 
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of Life as makes us tremble for its author.—— 
They furnish a complete answer to the decla- 
ration, p. 62, that it would be ‘‘ apiece of gross 
iniquity to afflict one innocent being who had 
all the human feelings, and who had never 
transgressed the will of God, with the death of 
the cross for the crimes committed by others;” 
and p. 63 *‘ that the iniquity of one’s being sen- 
tenced to death as an atonement for the fault 
committed by another, is such, that every just 
man would shudder at the idea of one’s being 
put to death for a crime committed by another, 
even if the innocent man should willingly offer 
his life in behalf of that other.” This iniquity, 
if it be such, the Father willed, since he pre- 
pared the Son a body in which to suffer this 
‘< palpable injustice,” and loved him for laying 
down his life and perpetrating the act. But 
should not a creature, a worm of the dust, who 
cannot fully comprehend the mysteries of his 
own being, pause before he arraign his Maker 
of gross injustice, and charge him with having 
founded all the religion of he patriarchs and 
prophets,—of the apostles and primitive saints, 
—of the blessed in heaven throughout eternity, 
on an act of palpable miquity? Has he then 
‘searched out the Almighty to perfection?” 
Has he ascertained, Thus far canst thou go in 
extending mercy to man—but no farther, on 
pain of being guilty of gross iniquity? We 
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forbear to enlarge ;—we hope for his own sake 
that our author has affirmed all this merely 
through ignorance, not knowing the Scriptures. 
May his eyes be opened ere it be for ever too 
late ! 

In Psalm xlv. we have the Kternal Deity of 
the Son fully revealed, while his Jncarnation is 
spoken of as though actually effected. <‘ Thou 
lovest righteousness and hatest wickedness, 
therefore God, thy God, hath anointed thee 
with the oil of gladness above thy fellows.” 
From this passage, it is evident that our au- 
thor’s act of ‘‘ gross iniquity” was perpetrated 
by Him who loved righteousness and hated 
wickedness! But who is this about so to equa- 
lize himself with men as to be one among them, 
perfect in righteousness? Though it is not our 
present business to seek evidence of the Deity 
of Christ, we cannot shut our eyes against the 
effulgence which beams forth from these un- 
sought testimonies; ‘‘ Thy throne, O God, is 
for ever and ever.” Alluding to this and other 
passages, we find the Holy Spirit thus speak- 
ing, Heb.i.8—12. ‘* But unto the Son he 
saith, Thy throne, O God, is for ever and ever, 
a sceptre of righteousness is the sceptre of thy 
kingdom,——and, Thou, Jehovah, in the begin- 
ning hast laid the foundations of the earth, and 
the heavens are the work of thy hands. They 
shall perish, but thou remainest ; and theyall 
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shall wax old as doth a garment, and as a ves- 
ture shalt thou fold them up and they shall be 
changed ; but thou art the same, and thy years 
shall not fail.” Here, He who cannot lie, as- 
cribes to the Son, the Names peculiar to God, 
Jehovah, God ;—the <Aitributes of God, eter- 
nity, immutability, almighty power ;—and the 
Works of God, the creation and disposal of the 
heavens and the earth. Thus the mode of stu- 
dying the Scriptures which our author pre- 
scribes as purging “‘ Christianity from all human 
opinions’ declares the Son to be Jehovah, the 
unchangeable God, the Creator of heaven and 
earth. But he is still right: these are not Auw- 
man opinions respecting the Son; they are the 
testimony of Him who is from everlasting to 
everlasting, whose understanding is infinite, 
and who cannot lie. To his testimony, that of 
all the men on earth and all the angels in heaven 
can add nothing. 

In Psalm Ixviu. the Son is represented on his 
mediatorial throne, after having humbled himself 
to dwell on earth. ‘‘ Thou hast ascended on 
high, thou hast led captivity captive: thou hast 
received gifts for men, yea for the rebellious 
also, that Jehovah God might dwell among 
them.” This we find applied to Christ by Paul, 
Ephes. iv. only the Holy Spirit describes Him 
there as erving these gifts to men, by raising 
up apostles, evangelists, pastors, and teachers 
to the end of his mediatorial kingdom. 
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In Psalm lxix. Christ is described in his deep- 
est sufferings. ‘“‘Save me, O God; for the 
waters are come into my soul; I sink in deep 
mire, where there is no standing; I am come 
into deep waters, where the floods overflow 
me.”—The Holy Spirit is here pleased also to 
describe the nature of his sufferings by adding 
-—‘‘ then I restored that which I took not away,” 
the honour and glory of that righteous law 
which sinners had violated. This Psalm is re- 
cognized as descriptive of Christ by the Evan- 
gelist John, ch.1i. 17; and by the Apostle Paul, 
Rom. xv. 3.——In Psalm Ixxu. the glorious 
effects of the Redeemer’s sufferings are brought 
before us, In expressions never realized in So- 
lomon’s reign. ‘‘ In his days shall the right- 
eous flourish, and abundance of peace as long 
as the moon endureth. Yea all kings shall fall 
down before him; all nations shall serve him: 
——men shall be blessed in him ; all nations shall 
call him blessed.” 

Psalm Ixxxix. also contains predictions ful- 
filled neither in David nor his posterity. ‘“‘ Thou 
spakest in vision to thy Holy One, and saidst, 
I have laid help on one that is mighty, I have 
exalted one chosen out of the people.—His seed 
shall endure for ever, and his throne as the sun 
before me. It shall be established for ever as 
the moon, and as a faithful witness in heaven.” 
Here we may ask, Where is the temporal throne 
of David now flourishing? Where are his seed 
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to be even found on the earth? But has that 
failed which God swore by his holiness to ful- 
fil? Yes, unless this. prophecy belong to the 
kingdom of Christ. 

Psalm cii. describes anew the sorrows of 
the Redeemer when wounded for our trans- 
gressions, ‘‘ My heart is smitten and wither- 
ed, so that I forget to eat my bread. By 
reason of the voice of my groaning my bones 
cleave to my skin.” In ver. 10, the cause of 
his sufferings is disclosed, ‘‘ Because of thine 
indignation and thy wrath ; for thou hast lifted | 
me up and cast me down.” While the reality 
of his human nature is demonstrated by those 
tremendous sufferings due to our iniquities, the 
Holy Spirit bears witness to his Deity, in that 
description which the Spirit applies to the Son, 
Heb. i. 7. ‘“* Thou, Jehovah, hast laid the foun- 
dation of the earth, and the heavens are the 
work of thy hands.” Such are the proofs of 
Christ's Deity which meet us while we are 
seeking evidence of his having been a man of 
SOrroWS. 

In Psalm cxviii. occurs that prophecy of our 
Lord which when quoted by himself struck his 
enemies dumb: ‘‘ The stone which the builders 
rejected, the same is become the head of the 
corner.” And in Psalm ex. we have both his 
Priesthood and his Mediatorial Kingdom brought 
before us ; a Priest without atonement, however, 
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has no existence in the Old Testament. ‘* Je- 
hovah hath sworn and will not repent, thou art 
a Priest for ever after the order of Melchizedek.” 
** Jehovah said unto my Lord, Sit thou on my 
right hand till I make thine enemies thy foot- 
stool.” Want of room constrains us to close 
here our quotations from the Psalms, though 
so many passages remain unnoticed. 


SECTION V. 


The Prophets examined respecting the Atonement. 


NotwitHsTANDING the abundant evidence 
for the Atonement and even the Deity of Christ 
already adduced from the Pentateuch and the 
Psalms, it would be injuring the truth were we 
wholly to overlook the Prophets, the. third di- 
vision declared by our Lord to contain things 
concerning him inevitably requiring fulfilment : 
and we trust our readers will bear with that 
fulness of proof which God has given respect- 
ing this doctrine, when they reflect, that it is 
the only hope of salvation to guilty man, the 
soul of all the true religion ever seen on earth, 
and the grand theme of praise with the blessed 
above throughout eternity. 

The first passage we adduce from Jsazah re- 
lates to Christ's birth. Hitherto there had been 
a gradual and beautiful display of light respect- 
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ing the Redeemer of men. After he was an- 
nounced to our first parents, the nation was 
predicted from. which he was to spring, then 
the tribe, and at length the particular family 
of that tribe, while the sacrificial services pre- 
figured him daily, and the hymns of praise 
which embodied the piety and devotion of 
these ages, unfolded his Godhead as well as 
predicted his Jzcarnation. The Prophets at 
length fix the place, the tzme, and the manner of 
his birth, bearing new testimony to his Atone- 
ment, and interweaving therewith the glories 
of his Godhead. Isaiah, in chap. vil. predicting 
his birth, identifies his Divine and his human 
nature: ‘‘ Behold a virgin shall conceive and 
bear a son, and shall call his name Immanuel.” 
This passage the Holy Spirit applies to Christ 
in Matt. i. 22, 23. <‘* Now all this was done 
that it might be fulfilled which was spoken of 
the Lord by the prophet, saying, Behold a vir- 
gin shall conceive and bring forth a son, and 
they shall call his name Immanuel, which being 
interpreted is, ‘“‘ God with us.” Our author’s 
efforts to fix this prophecy on Hezekiah,  to- 
gether with that in chap. ix. ‘‘ To us a child is 
born, to us a Son is given, and he shall be 
called Wonderful, Counsellor, the Mighty God, 
- the Everlasting Father, the Prince of Peace,” 
completely condemn his own cause. On these 
two passages he has expended no less than 
1 
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twelve pages of his Appendix. Among other 
things he attempts to make us ashamed of 
Christ’s human nature: ‘“‘ How inconsistent 1s 
it,’ says he, p. 140, ‘< that a sect which main- 
tains the omniscience and omnipotence of 
Christ, should apply to him a passage by which 
he is made subject to such a degree of igno- 
rance as not to be able at one period to distin- 
guish between good and evil.” Alas! he for- 
gets that all the glories of his unchangeable 
Deity would have been of no avail to us, had 
it not been for his human nature, the reality of 
which is demonstrated by his sinless infirmities. 
How far the Son chose to sustain or remove 
these by his native omniscience and omnipo- 
tence, his own infinite wisdom decided; but 
had he wholly hidden them under the perfec- 
tions of his Divine nature, the enemies of re- 
demption would as certainly have denied his 
human nature, as they now attempt to deny 
that he is ‘‘ God over all blessed for evermore.” 
To secure to Hezekiah that passage in chap. 
ix. our author gives us a translation or rather a 
paraphrase of it by Jonathan in his Targum, to 
which we shall merely oppose that given by 
Bishop Lowth, “ For unto us a Child is born; 
unto us a Son is given; and the government 
shall be upon his shoulder; and his name shall 
be called Wonderful, Counsellor, the Mighty 
God, the Father of the Everlasting Age, the 
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Prince of Peace.” And to fix on “the illus- 
trious son of Ahaz” this in chap. vii. he insists 
pologthat the ‘Heb. mmbyrt and the Greek 
n magbévoc should have been translated, not “a 
virgin,” but “‘ the Virgin,” suspecting our trans- 
lators of a previous determination to apply the 
term ‘‘ virgin” as found in the prophet to the 
mother of Christ, in order that the high titles 
applied to Hezekiah might in the most unqua- 
lified manner be understood of Jesus. But 
our translators are charged wrongfully; they 
had not the most distant idea of these high 
titles being ever intended for Hezekiah. It is 
true the J emphatic of the Hebrew, is gene- 
rally rendered in the Septuagint by the Greek 
Article; they are by no means equivalent in 
value, however, as he may convince himself by 
referring to that excellent work on the Greek 
Article, for which the learned world is in- 
debted to Dr. Middleton, now Bishop of Cal- 
cutta. 

Our author would persuade us that the Evan- 
gelist Matthew ought not to be credited when 
he expressly declares, that all the circum- 
stances of Jesus’s birth happened for the sake 
of fulfilling this prophecy ‘“‘ spoken of the Lord 
by the prophet.” And since the credit of all the 
Evangelists rests on precisely the same foun- 
dation, should he succeed, who can rely on the 
“ Precepts of Jesus?” But their credit is per- 

12 
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fectly safe; a slight attention to the chronology 
of the Scripture would have saved him all this 
labour, by convincing hiin that Hezekiah could 
not have been the child at that time about to be 
conceived by the virgin, for this plain reason, 
that God never foretels past things, like the 
Hindoo sage Valmikee. He claims it as his 
peculiar prerogative that he “‘ declares things to 
come ;” and the birth of Hezekiah was not then 
a thing to come, for he was at least Six years old 
when this prophecy was spoken! This our author 
will see by merely comparing the fact that 
Ahaz reigned Sixteen years, with the following 
passage in 2 Chron. xxix. 1. ‘‘ Hezekiah began 
to reign when he was Eve and Twenty years old.” 
Hence after allowing that the last day of one 
year and the first day of another, might be 
meant, still Hezekiah must then have been s1x 
if not sEVEN years old when this prophecy was de- 
livered, though it were spoken to Ahaz the first 
month of his reign. Should not our author, 
before impugning the Deity of Christ on the 
ground of his superior knowledge of the Scrip- 
tures, have made himself previously acquainted 
with their chronology, at least on a point of 
this nature, when it would have cost him so 
little trouble ? 

Isa. xi. describes the Redeemer in terms 
that preclude the possibility of his Atonement’s 
being an act of palpable iniquity. The Spirit 
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of the Lord was to rest on him as the spirit of 
wisdom and understanding—hence he could 
not be ignorant of the nature of the deed he 
was about to perform ; and ‘‘ to make him of 
quick understanding in the fear of the Lord.” 
Does the fear of the Lord lead to acts of ‘pal- 
pable iniquity? or did the Spirit of the Lord 
fail to do his office? The concluding words of 
this prophecy evince, that its entire fulfilment 
involves all we can desire for India; ‘‘ the earth 
shall be filled with the knowledge of Jehovah 
as the waters cover the seas.’ 

In chap. xix. another prediction is given re- 
specting Christ's kingdom. ‘In that day there 
shall be an altar to Jehovah in the midst of the 
land of Egypt,—and it shall be for a sign and 
for a witness to Jehovah of Hosts in the land of 
Egypt; for they shall cry unto Jehovah because 
of their oppressors, and he shall send them a 
Saviour and a great one, and he shall deliver 
them.” This passage our author quotes, p. 145, 
in a manner somewhat singular. To invalidate 
the proof of Christ’s Deity arising from his 
being termed our Lord and Saviour, he has se- | 
lected four passages wherein the term ‘ Sa- 
viour” occurs, the first referring to Israel’s 
being delivered by Gideon, Barak, and others; 
the second to its deliverance from the Syrians 
by the hand of Jeroboam, and the other two to 
Christ’s future kingdom, of which this is one. 
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It surely required but little knowledge to dis- 
cern, that a man’s delivering his country does 
not elevate him to an equality with God, or - 
that to overcome an invading enemy, is an act 
totally different from ‘* saving sinners from 
their sins.”” But to disprove Christ’s claim to 
Deity by quoting his own deeds against himself, 
is quite a new mode of proof. Should our au- 
thor doubt whether this prediction does belong 
to Christ, we ask him when, previously to his 
coming, did the Egyptians cry to Jehovah for 
deliverance? And when previously, was Israel 
the third with Egypt and Assyria, a blessing 
in the midst of the earth, whom Jehovah 
blessed, saying, Blessed be Egypt my people, 
and Assyria the work of my hands, and Israel 
mine inheritance. 

In chap. xxxv. the blessings of Christ’s king- 
dom are described in the most glowing lan- 
guage. The wilderness and desert are repre- 
sented as rejoicing abundantly from seeing the 
glory of Jehovah. This passage contains ex- 
pressions which forbid its being restricted to 
the return from Babylon: we are not certain 
that the eyes of the blind were then opened, | 
the ears of the deaf unstopped, the lame made 
to leap as a hart, and the tongue of the dumb 
to sing; but all these wonders were realized 
when Christ became incarnate. The ransomed 
of Jehovah are also described as ‘‘ returning 
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with everlasting joy on their heads.” But who 
came to give his life a ransom for many? Surely 
not the Father, for he never became incarnate. 
Yet these are the ransomed of Jehovah. 

In chap. xlil. we have a prediction applied 
to Christ by Luke, ‘* He shall not cry, nor lift 
up nor cause his voice to be heard in the street;”’ 
nor is the cause of the Father’s being pleased 
with him, concealed; ‘“‘ The Lord is well 
pleased for his righteousness’ sake; he will 
magnify the law and make it honourable.” 
From Paul, 2 Cor. v. we learn however, that 
for those whom Christ justifies by his righteous- 
ness, he also atoned; ‘‘ For he hath made him 
to be sin for us who knew no sin, that we might 
be made the righteousness of God in him.” 

Want of room constrains us to omit numerous 
other prophecies, that we may hasten to chap. 
hii. This memorable part of Scripture which 
proved the conversion of a most bitter enemy 
to Christianity, the Earl of Rochester, so fully 
describes the design of Christ’s death, that it 
would be sufficient evidence, did it stand alone. 
The prophet having declared that he appeared 
to the Jews ‘ like a root out of a dry ground, 
having no form nor comeliness,” informs us 
why he was thus a man of sorrows and ac- 
quainted with grief. It was through no sin of 
his own, ‘‘ Surely he hath borne our griefs and 
carried our sorrows ;” but as though to prevent 
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this being interpreted of his grief through our 
refusing his instructions, he adds; ‘* He was 
wounded for our transgressions, he was bruised 
for our iniguities.” But why was this necessary ¢ 
Is not our repentance sufficient to make atone- 
ment with the ‘‘ All-merciful?” Is it not the 
only means of procuring forgiveness for our 
failures? ‘ All we like sheep have gone astray, 
and the Lord hath laid on Hom the iniquities of 
us all.” But if the Lord deemed this necessary, 
it should seem, according to our author, that 
Divine wisdom. was mistaken; and yet, if 
God did it when it was not necessary, nothing 
could be more fatal to the Divine charac- 
ter. But was this the Fathers act? Was it 
not the Jews persecuting an innocent person ? 
He was indeed innocent: he had done no vio- 
lence, neither was deceit found in his mouth; 
“* Yet it pleased Jehovah to bruise him; He hath 
put him to grief.” On this subject, then, the 
thoughts of the Divine mind are as remote from 
the ideas of our author as the east is from the - 
west. He declares that it would be gross imi- 
quity to afflict an innocent being, who had all 
the human feelings, with the death of the cross 
for the sins committed by others, nor would. 
his willingly offering his life alter the case; 
even then the iniquity of being sentenced to 
death as an atonement for the faults committed 
by another, is yet palpable. Yet God who is 
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of purer eyes than to behold iniquity, wills this, 
yea delights therein: “ Jt pLEASED Jehovah to 
BRUISE him.” In this discordance of opinion 
between our author and his Maker we are con- 
strained to say, ‘‘ Let God be true,—and every 
man a liar.” The remaining testimonies to 
Christ's Atonement found in Isaiah we are 
obliged to overlook, to notice a few of those in 
the other Prophets. 

Jeremiah, chap. xxiii. has the following pre- 
diction: ‘‘ Behold the days come, saith Jeho- 
vah, that I will raise unto David a Righteous 
Branch; a king shall reign and prosper, and 
shall execute judgment and justice in the 
earth. In his days Judah shall be saved and 
Israel shall dwell safely ; and this is the name 
whereby he shall be called, Jehovah our Right- 
cousness.” No temporal king of the seed of 
David, however, has since sat on the throne of 
Israel; nor is even the residence of the ten 
tribes at present certainly known.—Another 
passage, chap. xxxi. describes the Redeemer’s 
reign in the heart, being quoted Heb. viii. ‘‘ Be- 
hold the days come, saith the Lord, when I will 
make a new covenant with the house of Israel 
and the house of Judah. I will put my law in — 
their inward parts, and write it in their hearts, 
and will be their God, and they shall be my 
people—for I will forgive their iniquities, and I 
will remember their sins no more.” As the 
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righteousness of Christ by which sinners are 
justified before God, was expressed in the last 
prophecy, the forgiveness of sin and deliver- 
ance from its power are the grand features in 
this. Thus Paul testifies 1 Cor. i. 30, that 
Christ ‘‘is made unto us wisdom, righteousness, 
sanctification, and redemption.” Our author 
deems the term ‘‘ made of God” in this passage 
derogatory to the Deity of the Son, forgetting 
that when the Son had condescended to become 
man, it became the Father to exercise authority 
over the Son ‘‘ made under the Law,” as well 
as over others. Will nothing please our author 
but the Son’s acting without, or in other words 
against the Father? Before he makes this the 
proof of his Godhead, however, he ought to 
prove the Father’s Deity by his acting without 
the Son. But this he will never do; for ‘* what- 
soever the Father doeth, these also doeth the 
Son likewise.” 

Ezekiel also predicts the promised Redeemer. 
In chap. xxxiv. 13, he says, ‘ And I will set up 
one Shepherd over them, and he shall feed 
them, even my servant David, and he shall be 
their shepherd.” David however was then laid 
in the grave and had seen corruption. In ver. 
29, it is added,—“‘ and I will raise up for them 
a Plant of Renown; and they shail no more be 
consumed with hunger in the land, neither bear 
the shame of the heathen any more.” 
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Daniel not only describes Christ’s kingdom 
by the stone cut out without hands which in- 
creased till it filled the whole earth; but he 
defines the nature of his atonement, and fixes 
the time when he should appear. We may in- 
deed here ask, what is that doctrine on which 
this everlasting kingdom is founded? Is it our 
repentance itself as an atonement? or the death 
of Christ? Let the angel decide who came 
forth to give Daniel skill and understanding 
therein; ‘“‘ Seventy weeks are determined upon 
thy people and upon the holy city, to finish 
the transgression and to make an end of sins, 
and to make reconciliation for iniquity, and to 
bring in everlasting righteousness, and to seal 
up the vision and prophecy, and to anoint the 
Most Holy—and after threescore and two weeks 
shall Messiah be cut off, but not for himself.” 
Christ then is here described as a vicarious sa- 
crifice for the sins of men, and his obedience as 
that everlasting righteousness through which alone 
we stand justified before God. The Redeemer 
is also termed ‘“‘ the Most Holy,” a name which 
declares him Supreme in all moral perfections, 
the peculiar glory of the Divine Nature. Who 
is holy as Jehovah? Psalm xvii. 

Hosea, also, chap. i. has a prediction re- 
specting Christ's work and kingdom which can 
scarcely be misunderstood. ‘‘ Afterwards shall 
the children of Israel return and seek the Lord 
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their God, and David their King, and shall fear 
Jehovah and his goodness in the latter days.” 

The Prophet Joe/, chap. ii. 28, predicts that 
outpouring of the Holy Spirit which followed 
the atonement and ascension of Christ. “‘ And 
it shall come to pass afterwards, that I will 
pour out my Spirit upon all flesh; and your 
sons and your daughters shall prophesy,” &c. 
This Peter applied to the day of Pentecost, 
which application of it was followed by a most 
signal proof of the Divine approbation ; three 
thousand persons, some of them the betrayers 
and murderers of Christ, being at one time con- 
verted to God. 

Amos, ch. ix. unites his testimony with that 
of the other prophets relative to the kingdom of 
Christ: ‘In that day will I raise up the taber- 
nacle of David which is fallen, and close up the 
breaches thereof, and I will raise up its ruins, 
and build it as in the days of old, that they 
may possess the remnant of Edom and of all 
the heathen which are called by my name, 
saith Jehovah.” This prophecy James applied 
to the call of the Gentiles, when the apostles 
had assembled to decide whether justification 
by faith alone should be the standing doctrine 
of the gospel; a question which it pleased not 
only them, but the Holy Spirit himself, to de- 
cide for ever in the affirmative. 

Nor does Obadiah in his short prophecy 
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wholly omit the Redeemer’s kingdom. He al- 
ludes thereto in ver. 21, one of the four pas- 
sages which our author quotes to impugn 
Christ’s Deity by shewing that the term Savi- 
our is applied to others! ‘* And Saviours shall 
come up on mount Zion to judge the mount of 
Esau ; and the kingdom shall be Jehovah's.” 
We may here ask him, when has the mount of 
Esau been so judged by any one beside Christ, 
as that the kingdom has in consequence become 
Jehovah’s? Does this refer to any thing but a 
display of Christ’s power in converting sinners ? 
Should he reply, that as the plural number 
‘* Saviours’ is used, this cannot refer to Christ, 
we ask him whether he has not, p. 98, affirmed 
that “‘ the plural form is often used ina singular 
sense,” as, “‘ If his masters, meaning his mas- 
ter, have given him a wife?” “* Whom shall I 
send? and who shall go for us? (that is, for 
me.)’ Which side will our author here take? 
Will he read this ‘‘ and Saviours, that is, a Sa- 
viour, shall come upon mount Zion,” and thus 
declare himself so unacquainted with the Scrip- 
tures, that of the four instances he has adduced 
against the Saviour, two of them relate to him? 
or—acknowledge the Triune God ? 

Micah, in chap. iv. describes Christ’s kingdom 
nearly in the same terms with Isaiah; and in 
chap. v. he predicts the place of his birth. ‘‘ But 
thou Bethlehem Ephratah, though thou be 
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little among the thousands of Judah, yet out of 
thee shall he come forth unto me who is to be 
Ruler in Israel, whose goings forth have been of 
old, from everlasting.” This testimony to the 
Eternal Deity of Christ given in connexion 
with his birth as man, it is wrong to overlook. 
* From everlasting to everlasting thou art God,” 
is the address of Moses to God; and, ‘‘ Art 
thou not from everlasting, O Jehovah my God, 
mine Holy One?” that of Habakkuk, when ad- 
dressing Him who is of purer eyes than to look 
on iniquity. Do not these three passages 
equally describe the Godhead ? 

Even Nahum does not overlook the Redeem- 
ers kingdom. See ch. 1. 15, ‘‘ Behold upon 
the mountains the feet of him that bringeth 
good tidings, that publisheth peace! O Judah, 
keep thy solemn feasts, perform thy vows; for 
the wicked shall no more pass through thee.” 
And if Habakkuk has not expressly mentioned 
the Saviour, he was evidently no stranger to 
the doctrine founded on his atonement. His 
axiom ‘‘ the just shall live by his faith,” is 
adopted by Paul when declaring the peculiar 
excellence of the gospel, Rom. i. as it is writ- 
ten, ‘‘ the just shall live by faith ;” and again 
Gal. il. 11. But that no man is justified by the 
law in the sight of God is evident; ‘‘ for the 
just shall live by faith.” This prophet also 
predicts the universal prevalence of the Re- 
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deemer’s doctrine, ch. 11.14. ‘* For the earth 
shall be filled with the knowledge of Jehovah 
as the waters cover the seas.” 

Zephaniah, the last of the prophets who flou- 
rished before the captivity, in ch. 11. evidently 
foretels the coming of the Redeemer. ‘* The 
King of Israel, even Jehovah, is in the midst of 
thee: thou shalt not see evil any more.” Who 
this King of Israel was who is also Jehovah, 
Nathaniel informs us, Johni. ‘* Thou art the 
Son of God, thou art the King of Israel,” a de- 
claration which the meek and lowly Jesus re- 
ceived not only without reproof, but with mark- 
ed approbation. 

Haggai, Zachariah, and Malachi lived after 
the captivity, the two former somewhat above 
five centuries, and the latter four centuries be- 
fore the birth of Christ. Being therefore of a 
later school, their predictions form a distinct 
branch of evidence, and so decided is it re- 
specting both the Atonement and the Deity of 
Christ, that did it stand alone, it would be suf- 
ficient. To the people discouraged by the hum- 
ble appearance of the new temple compared 
with the old, Haggai says, ch. ii. ‘Thus saith 
Jehovah ; The Desire of all nations shall come, 
and I will fill this house with glory.—The glory 
of this latter house shall be greater than that of 
the former, saith Jehovah of Hosts.” Wherein 
did this latter temple exceed the former in 
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glory, but in Jehovah’s coming into it clothed 
in our nature? 

Zechariah’s predictions relative to the human 
nature and atonement of the Redeemer, can 
scarcely be examined without their testifying 
his Deity. In ch. in. Jehovah says, ‘‘ Behold 
I will bring forth my servant, The BRAncu— 
and J will remove the iniquity of that land in one 
day.” And in ch. vi. ‘*‘ Behold the man whose 
name is The Brawncu, he shall grow up cut of 
his place: even he shall build the temple of 
Jehovah, and he shall bear the glory, and shall 
sit and rule upon his throne; and the counsel of 
peace shall be between them both.” Here we are 
constrained to enquire, What temple of Jeho- 
vah did the man whose name is the Branch 
build? No material temple certainly.. He 
however changes the hearts of sinful men, and 
forms them ‘‘a holy temple unto the Lord.” 
But to effect this in every age, he must be both 
omnipresent and omnipotent; the very first 
step towards this being a work of almighty 
power, equal by Paul’s testimony, 2 Cor. iv. to 
that of “ causing the light to shine out of dark- 
ness.” He also ‘‘ sits and rules on his throne.” 
Yet who can sit and rule on this spiritual throne 
erected in the hearts of men, but he who is both 
omnipresent and almighty? And “‘ the counsel 
of peace is between them both.” Who are these 
two counselling each other? The Father and the 
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Son. But unless they were equal in counsel 
and wisdom, how could they counsel each 
other? What could a creature add to God in 
counsel? ‘* Who being his counsellor hath 
taught Him?” Does even a man ever take 
counsel with a creature of a lower nature,— 
his horse—his dog—or any irrational creature ¢ 

In ch. ix. 9, the prophet describes the entry 
of Christ into Jerusalem. ‘“ Rejoice greatly, O 
daughter of Zion ; shout, O daughter of Jerusa- 
lem; behold thy king cometh unto thee; he is 
just and having salvation; lowly and riding 
upon an ass and upon a colt the foal of an ass.” 
And in ch. xu. 10, he refers to his crucifivion ; 
** And I will pour upon the house of David and 
upon the inhabitants of Jerusalem the spirit of 
grace and supplication, and they shall look upon 
me whom they have pierced, and they shall mourn 
for him as one mourneth for his only son,” &c. 
which prophecy John identifies ch. xix. 37, 
«* They shall look on whom they have pierced,” 
a prophecy on which our author expends two 
pages in the vain hope of getting rid of the in- 
ference, that in the Old Testament Christ is 
termed Jehovah. We say the vai hope, be- 
cause the address of the Father to the Son, 
““Thy throne, O Jehovah, is for ever and ever,” 
with numerous other passages, would render 
his criticism on this passage useless to his 
cause, were it perfectly sound. This criticism 
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however we must intreat our readers’ permis- 
sion to examine. The emendations of this pas- 
sage which our author suggests are two, the 
first is that of changing “‘ they shall look on me 
whom they have pierced,” for “ they shall look 
toward me on account of him whom they have 
pierced,” on the authority of the Greek and 
Arabic versions, to get rid of the fact which the 
text as it now stands inevitably implies, that 
as the speaker is Jehovah, He was Jehovah who 
was pierced for our sins. As though distrust- 
ing his Greek and Arabic auxiliaries however, 
he suggests another emendation on the autho- 
rity of ‘‘ common sense,” which is no other than 
that of changing the pronoun me in the text for 
the pronoun him. Of these two he must give | 
up one, for they cannot stand together, his 
Greek and Arabic friends being decidedly 
against his second emendation, as both of them 
retain the pronoun me. Should he prefer the 
first emendation, we must beg leave to inform 
him that the Greek and Arabic versions are no- 
thing to the Original Text; they are versions 
made by no one knows whom, and of value 
precisely as far as they are supported by the 
Text itself. If however he will adduce Ver- 
sions, we will point him not only to our own, 
which we think is exceeded by few, but to Je- 
rome’s, which is far more ancient than the Ara- 
bic, and allowed to be far more correct; and 
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which, as well as the English, perfectly agrees. 
with the original ‘‘ et aspicient ad me guem con- 
‘fixerunt.” And before our author alters the 
Original Text, he must prove that the particle 
Ms eth, which the best Hebrew Grammars define 
“‘a particle marking the accusative case go- 
verned by active verbs, or an emphatic particle 
denoting the very thing itself,” is rendered on 
account of, and that not in one or two instances, 
but in the greater part of those places in which 
it occurs. But this he can neverdo. He will 
find it used almost times without number with 
the accusative case of the substantive; about 
twenty-six times in the sense of the preposition 
with, and nearly seventy times with the Rela- 
tive pronoun here used WW asher, ‘<‘ which or 
whom,” and with scarcely one exception, in 
the exact sense given it in the passage by our 
English translators. 

We can however easily try our author’s emen- 
dation on a few passages. This particle occurs 
with the relative pronoun in the following in- 
stances. Gen. ix. 24, “‘ And Noah knew what 
Ham had done to him.” Numb. xxii. 6, “I 
know that whom thou blessest is blessed, and 
whom thou cursest is cursed.” Would these 
sentences be improved by reading them thus, 
‘©and Noah knew on account of what Ham had 
done to him.” ‘“ I know that on account of whom 
thou blessest is blessed, and on account of whom 
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thou cursest is cursed?” We shall succeed no 
better if we render it on account of when united 
with a substantive. Thus the first verse of 
Genesis, “In the beginning God created the 
_ heavens and the earth,” has this particle before 
‘‘ the heavens” and “ the earth.” But were we 
to render it; In the beginning God created on 
account of the heavens, and on account of the 
earth, who would think the sense improved ? 
Another prediction respecting Christ’s Atone- 
ment is given by Zechariah in ch. xin. which 
also opens on us the full blaze of his Deity ; 
*‘ Awake, O sword, against the man that is my 
fellow, saith Jehovah of Hosts; smite the shep- 
herd, and the sheep shall be scattered.” To this 
passage our Lord directs his disciples when 
about to atone for their iniquities: “ All of you 
shall be offended because of me this night ; for 
it is written, I will smite the shepherd, and the 
sheep shall be scattered.” To weaken the force 
of this passage our author advances a most evi- 
dent truism: ‘ It either was originally applied 
to Agrippa,” the fourth Edomitish king or ruler 
after the sceptre had departed from Judah, and 
slain after Jerusalem was trodden down by the. 
gentiles,—‘‘ or is indirectly applicable to Jesus ; 
but in both cases his total subordination and 
submission to the Father of the universe is fully 
implied.” No one doubts that the Saviour 
placed himself in subjection to the Father when 
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he condescended to become subject to death. 
But the question is, what is he by nature? which 
question the Father here decides by calling him 
his “‘ fellow” or “‘ consociate.” Unable to deny 
this, ourauthor merely hints ina note that sy 
Immthi, “ fellow,” signifies one that lives near 
another; ‘‘therefore the word ‘fellow’ in the 
English translation is not altogether correct, 
as justly observed by Abp. Newcome in his 
improved version,” lately published by the So- 
cinians in England. This critique however, if 
just, affords our author little help. When we 
consider that it is the eternal Jehovah who here 
terms the Son his “‘ near dweller,” it only car- 
ries us back to the declaration of Micah, ‘“‘ whose 
goings forth are from everlasting,” or forward 
to that of John ‘‘ and the word was with God 
and the word was God.” IJimmithi however is 
derived from the root OY dm, the meaning of 
which Parkhurst thus gives, ‘ to collect, ga- 
ther together, consociate. As a nounfem. nay 
Immith, it denotes nearness of condition or situ- 
ation ; and (May Lmmithi (the word here used), 
a neighbour, a member of the same society.” 
We find it thus used in Lev. vi. 2, ‘‘ If a soul 
sin and commita trespass against the Lord, and 
lie unto his neighbour in that which was deli- 
vered unto him to keep, or in fellowship.” It-is 
not then easy to say how the word here could 
have been rendered more accurately than by 
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‘“my fellow, my partner, or consociate.” In 
the Syriac Version * of the New Testament this 
root is employed both to form and to explain. 
the sacred name Immanuel. The name itself 
is written ‘‘ Jmmanouel;’ and it is translated 
cress as Imman Alohan, “ with-us our-God.” 
Thus the same root is used to denote the Re- 
deemer’s union with us in human nature, when 
he was “‘ made in all things like unto us, yet 
without sin,” and his eternal union with his 
Father in his Divine Nature; which renders it 
clear that if in his human nature he was man, 
in his Divine, he is Ged, equal with the Father, 
his fellow, his consociate in the Godhead. 

Zechariah has also another prediction, which 
renders it indisputable that the Son is termed 
Jehovah precisely like the Father. It occurs 
ch. 1. 8,9. ‘* For thus saith Jehovah of Hosts, 
After the glory hath He sent me unto the nations 
which spoiled you; for he that toucheth you 


* It may not be improper to add respecting the Syriac 
version, that as it was the first ever made of the New Testa- 
ment, it is expressed in the phrases used by the Apostles and 
Apostolic men. If Syriac was not spoken at Jerusalem, it 
certainly was at Antioch the capital of Syria, where the dis- 
ciples were first called Christians, and from whence Paul 
and others were sent forth. And that the Gospels should be 
rendered into Syriac almost as soon as they appeared in Greek, 
was almost a thing of course, as well as that those phrases 
should be used to express the nature of Christ, which were 
in common use in this flourishing primitive church. 
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toucheth the apple of his eye. For behold I 
will shake mine hand upon them, and they shall 
be a spoil to their servants; and ye shall know 
that Jehovah of Hosts hath sent me.” Here it is 
self-evident that he who sends, and he who is sent, 
are by the Holy Spirit both styled ‘‘ Jehovah of 
Hosts.” 

With this accords the testimony of Malachi, 
ch. ui. 1. ‘* Behold I (Jehovah) will send my 
messenger and he shall prepare the way before 
me: and Jehovah whom ye seek, shall suddenly 
come into his temple, even the messenger of 
the covenant whom ye delight in; behold he 
shall come, saith Jehovah of Hosts.” Here the 
messenger who prepares the way before ‘‘ Je- 
hovah of Hosts,” is predicted in the very terms 
used by the evangelist in describing John Bap- 
_tist, which alone identifies Christ as Jehovah of 
Hosts. But the prophet adds another distinct 
fact, ‘‘ Jehovah whom ye seek shall suddenly 
come into his temple, even the Messenger of 
the Covenant whom ye delight in.” What can 
add to these testimonies of the Deity of the Son 
‘we cannot conceive. Jehovah is that Name 
which God declares to be peculiarly his own ; 
Isaiah xlu. ‘Lam Jehovah; that is my Name: 
and my glory will I not give to another, nor my 
praise to graven images ;” and yet in the pas- 
sages we have adduced, to say nothing of others 
omitted for want of room, the Son is styled 
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Jehovah no less than twelve or fourteen times. 
And if he who is Jehovah be not God, there is 
no God in the universe, Jehovah being witness, 
**Thus saith Jehovah, the King of Israel, and 
his Redeemer, Jehovah of Hosts, I am _ the 
first, | also am the last, and beside me there is no 
God. Is there a God beside me? Yea, there 
is no God; I know not any.” Since then Je- 
hovah the Father distinctly sends Jehovah the 
Son, and declares, that beside Jehovah there 
is no God, we have the highest testimony in 
the universe that Jehovah, Father, Son, and 
Holy Spirit, while distinct in person, are ONE 
in nature, even the TrrunE Gop. 

Thus by examining the Old Testament on 
the subject of Christ’s Atonement, and com- 
paring it with the New in every instance re- 
quired, as our author suggests, although no 
passage has been considered which does not 
relate to the work or the kingdom of Christ, 
we have before us such a body of evidence, 
corroborated by the Apostles, the Evangelists, 
and by Christ himself, as indisputably confirms 
not only the doctrine of his Atonement, but 
that of his Deity. As already observed, this 
evidence from the Old Testament is of peculiar 
weight. The Prophecies nourished the faith 


and hope of the best of men for above seven 
hundred years, the Psalms embodied their de- 
votion for a full thousand years, and Sacrifices 
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offered by faith, formed the soul of all real reli- 
gion from the very beginning of the world. For 
- these then to have deceived men, would have 
destroyed the character of God, and the hap- 
piness of all righteous beings thoughout eter- 
nity. 

Had our Lord himself made no direct decla- 
ration respecting the design of his death, his 
referring his disciples to those predictions al- 
ready named would have been sufficient, par- 
ticularly in their circumstances. Yet it is evi- 
dent that direct intimations of this nature were 
not withheld: such were, his declaring to them 
that he came to give his life a ransom for many, 
his conversing with Moses and Elias concerning 
his decease which he should accomplish at Je- 
rusalem, Luke ix. 31,—his declaring that the 
Son of Man should be betrayed into the hands 
of men, and be killed, and rise again the third 
day,—that he was about to give his flesh for the 
life of the world,—and to lay down his life for 
his sheep ;~and, above all, his discourse with 
them at the last supper, when he said, ‘‘ This 
is my body which is broken for you. This is 
my blood of the New Testament, which is shed 
for many for the remission of sins.” But his de- 
claration to them, Luke xxiv. previously to his 
ascension, leaves nothing more to be desired: 
“© These are the words which I spake while I was 
yet with you, that all things must be fulfilled 
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which were written in the law of Moses, and 
in the Prophets, and the Psalms, concerning 
me.” And, displaying his Deity anew by 
“‘ opening their understandings that they might 
understand the Scriptures,” he added, ‘“ Thus 
it is written, and thus it behoved Christ to suffer, 
and to rise from the dead the third day, and 
that repentance and remission of sins should be 
preached in his name among all nations.” 

The Apostles’ maturest ideas respecting 
Christ’s death and Atonement have been seen 
in the various quotations already given from 
them. Were more necessary, the following 
passages, to which multitudes might be added, 
are sufficient to shew, that salvation through his 
death alone formed the soul of their doctrine and 
of all their hopes :—‘‘ Being justified freely by 
his grace, through the redemption that is in 
Jesus Christ, Rom. i111. 24.—Jesus, was delivered 
for our offences, and raised again for our justifi- 
cation, ch. iv. 25.—When we were yet with- 
out strength, in due time Christ died for the 
ungodly, ch. v.6.—We joy in God through our 
Lord Jesus Christ, by whom we have now re- 
ceived the Atonement, ver. 11.—God was in Christ 
reconciling the world unto himself, not imputing 
their trespasses to them, 2 Cor. v. 19.—Who gave 
himself for our sins, that he might deliver us 
from this evil world, Gal i. 4.—We have be- 
lieved in Jesus Christ, that we might de justified 
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by the faith of Christ, and not by the works of 
the law; for by the works of the law shall no 
flesh be justified, chap. 1. 17.—I do not frus- 
trate the grace of God; for if righteousness come 
by the law, Christ is dead in vain, ver. 21.— 
Christ hath redeemed us from the curse of the law, 
being made a curse for us, ch. iii. 13.—In 
whom we have redemption through his blood, 
even the forgiveness of sins, Ephes. 1. 7.— 
I count all things loss, that 1 may win Christ, 
and be found in him, not having mine own 
righteousness which is of the law, but that 
which is through the faith of Christ, the righte- 
ousness which is of God by faith, Phil. i. 9. 
— Jesus hath delivered us from the wrath to 
come, 1 Thess. i1..10.—The great God, even 
our Saviour Jesus Christ—gave himself for us, 
that he might redeem us from all iniquity, and 
purify unto himself a peculiar people zealous 
of good works, Titus ii. 14. — Not by works 
of righteousness that we have done, but according 
to his mercy he saved us, ch. ii. 5.— But 
Christ, not by the blood of bulls and goats, 
but by his own blood, entered once into the holy 
place, having obtained eternal redemption for 
us, Heb. ch. ix. 12.—Ye were net redeemed 
with corruptible things, such as silver and 
gold; but with the precious blood of Christ, as of 
a lamb without blemish and spot, | Pet. 1. 18, 
19.—Who his own self bore our sins in his own 
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body on the tree, ch. 11. 24.-—Christ hath once 
suffered for sins, the just for the wyust, that 
he might bring us to God, ch. ui. 18.—The 
blood of Jesus Christ his Son cleanseth us from 
all sins, 1 John i. 7.—And. he ts the propitiation 
for our sins, and not for our sins only, but 
also for the sins of the whole world, ch. ii. 2. 
— Whoso transgresseth and abideth not in 
the doctrine of Christ hath not God. He that 
abideth in the doctrine of Christ, the same hath 
both the Father and the Son, 2 John, 9.—Keep 
yourselves in the love of God, looking for the 
mercy of our Lord Jesus Christ unto eternal 
life, Jude, 21.—Unto him that loved us, and 
washed us in his own blood,—to him be glory and 
dominion for ever and ever, Rev. i. 5, 6.-— 
Thou art worthy, for thou wast slain and hast 
redeemed us to God by thy blood, ch. v. 9.— 
These are they that have washed their robes 
and made them white in the blood of the Lamb, 
Rev. vu. 14. 

We have now, on the plan suggested by our 
author himself, taken a general though a cursory 
view of the evidence found in the Scriptures, 
that the death of Jesus on the cross is an Atonement 
for the sins of men; and we have found this 
prefigured by Sacrifices enjoined of God and 
publicly approved by him while he had no 
delight in them, but had prepared a body for 
his Son. We find Prophecies afterwards de- 
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livered relative to the future Redeemer which 
predict the nation, the tribe, the family, and at 
length the place, the time and manner of his 
birth, together with numerous circumstances 
respecting both his life and his death. The 
books which contain these predictions are the 
Sacred Writings, which nourish the faith and 
the piety of all in this period who truly wor- 
ship God. If then Jesus did not offer himself 
a sacrifice for our sins, a double deception was 
practised on his worshippers by the God of 
truth: the sacrifices were an illusion, and the 
predictions, falsehood, and all the real religion 
-on earth prior to Christ’s coming, was the off- 
spring of deceit. The Scriptures, however, go 
on to relate, that at length Jesus Christ is born 
of the nation, the tribe, the family, at the time 
and place, and in the manner predicted. He 
is pointed out as the Lamb of God which taketh 
away the sins of the world. He himself refers 
to the prophecies as mentioning his vicarious 
death, and after his resurrection, commands 
his disciples to proclaim his death among all 
nations as the Atonement for sin. This they do 
every where, interweaving it into all their 
Epistles intended to guide Christians in future 
ages ;—and one, the most venerable of them, 
represents it as the idea universally prevalent 
among the blessed in heaven. If then Jesus 
Christ did not make a'real atonement for sin, 
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all the religion of the patriarchs and prophets, 
of the apostles and primitive saints, and even 
of the blessed in heaven, is built on deception, 
-——the Old and the New Testament are full of 
falsehood,—and there has never been any true 
revelation given among men. 

But if the doctrine of Christ's Atonement, 
prefigured by sacrifices and confirmed by pro- 
phecy, has actually nourished all the recti- 
tude of conduct, the genuine piety and bene- 
volence, found among men from the fall to the 
present day—if the Redeemer told the dis- 
ciples that thus it behoved him to suffer, and com- 
manded them to preach repentance and re- 
mission of sins through his name—and if the 
apostles filled with this doctrine their Epistles 
intended for the instruction of Christians to 
the end of time,—what shall we think of our 
author’s professing to derive his knowledge of 
Christianity immediately from the Old Testa- 
ment compared with the New, while he de- 
clares that this doctrine is founded on the most 
palpable iniquity? What shall we say to his 
impugning, p. 108, the doctrine of Christ’s 
human and Divine Nature, even after having 
acknowledged it in Chapter the Second—and 
to his ridiculing his intercession, and the doc- 
trine of his being qualified to perform the office 
of Mediator from his being God and man, by 
adducing a man’s forgiving his horse at a 
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friend’s intercession?’—Yea what to his de- 
claring, p. 118, that “for the Deity to have 
assumed a human shape, and to have been 
subjected to the feelings and inclinations na- 
tural to the human species, is inconsistent with 
the immutable nature of God?” If he does 
not know that this doctrine is contained in 
the Scriptures,—and charity forbids our im- 
puting these declarations to any thing but ig- 
norance, in what manner can he have compared 
the Old Testament with the New? And if this 
plain and obvious doctrine, which shines in 
every prophetic book in the Old Testament, 
and forms the basis of faith and practice 
throughout the New, has so completely escaped 
his research, how can we expect that he can 
have ascertained the truth respecting that doc- 
trine, which while confirmed in the fullest man- 
ner by the testimony of Him who cannot lie, 
still remains the deepest mystery in heaven 
and earth? To an examination of further evi- 
dence respecting this doctrine, and of our au- 
thor’s objections against it, we now intreat the 
attention of our readers. | 
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CHAPTER II. 


ON THE DEITY OF CHRIST. 


SECTION I. 


Evidence adduced from the Pentateuch. 


In thus examining evidence for the Deity 
of Christ, which we are constrained to term 
further evidence, by the fact, that those 
predictions which have foretold his Atone- 
ment have fully declared his Divine Nature, 
we are not left to infer, that if the blood 
of bulls and goats could not take away sin, Di- 
vine justice required a sacrifice through whom 
God could be just, while the justifier of the sin- 
ner; and that as there is a certain proportion 
between all creatures rational or irrational, but 
none between the highest archangel and his 
Creator, the blood of no mere creature could 
take away sin. We are solemnly assured, that 
it was Jehovah, the unchangeable God, the 
Creator of heaven and earth, for whom the Fa- 
ther prepared a body, before whom John Bap- 
tist was sent as his messenger, and against 
whom, as his fellow and consociate, the Father 
commanded his sword toawake—that it is Jeho- 
vah who is our righteousness, and in whom the 
seed of Israel are justified and glory,—and who, 
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being King of God’s spiritual Israel, rules in 
their hearts as the omniscient and almighty 
Saviour. Thus, instead of being left to prove, 
that no one but Jehovah the unchangeable God 
couLD atone for sin, justify the sinner, and 
change his heart, the Father himself witnesses 
that it is Jehovah whom He hath appointed to 
this glorious work. Should any one object 
that the Father has given Jehovah the Son to 
do what a creature could have accomplished as 
well, this would not in the least affect the truth 
of the fact; it would be only a dispute respect- 
ing wisdom between Him whose understanding 
is infinite, and his creature the objector. The 
sole question then is, whether the Son be By 
NATURE God, bringing omnipotence, omnisci- 
ence, and omnipresence to his work, as well 
as infinite rectitude and mercy—or whether he 
be a mere creature, elevated to a state to which 
by nature he had not the least right. In other 
words, did he humble himself by becoming in 
our nature the Mediator between God and man, 
or did he by this act really exalt himself, and 
attain a rank in the universe for which his ori- 
ginal nature furnished him with neither pre- 
tension nor capacity. The Scriptures know 
nothing of an intermediate rank between the 
Creator and the creature, between finite and 
infinite; nor does it give us the least hint that 
God ever has imparted any one infinite perfec- 
vs | 
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tion to a finite creature. This indeed is impos- 
sible in its own nature. That the receiver must 
be of equal capacity and extent with the thing 
received, is a self-evident maxim. Be it power 
or knowledge, when a finite being has received 
a portion equal to his limited capacity, what is 
to become of the remainder? It will still fill 
the capacity of another finite being:—of ten 
thousand,—of all in the universe. Will this ex- 
haust it?—Then it was never infinite; for in- 
finite has no end. There must then ever be an 
infinite disproportion between the capacity and 
power of the Father and the Son 2 he be a crea- 
ture, even though ‘‘ he be great as the angels 
of God, or rather greater.” 

This question can be decided only by Divine Tes- 
timony. Our reasonings relative to the Nature 
of God the Father, the Son, or the Holy Spirit, 
amount to—just nothing. We know nothing of 
the Godhead, but what God himself has re- 
vealed. This he declares, 1 Cor. 1. 11. ‘* The 
things of God knoweth no man, but the Spirit 
of God.” What the Spirit of God has revealed 
in his word then, is alone the proper subject of 
examination :—and we have already seen what 
God has declared of the Son in these passages 
which have been adduced as speaking of his 
work alone. As far more, however, is revealed 
respecting the nature of the Son, it would be 
doing injustice to the subject were we to over- 
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look those passages which exclusively testify to 
his Godhead. This Second Part ought indeed 
to be nothing more than an examination of our 
author’s remarks on those passages of Scrip- 
ture; for if there be a single testimony, either 
in the Old Testament or the New, which he has 
not noticed, he has opposed the Deity of Christ 
without duly examining the subject. 

Before we adduce further evidence we may 
observe, that as a righteous messenger of God 
must act righteously, such messenger cannot 
ascribe to himself deeds or attributes which 
belong to God alone. This did neither Moses, 
Elijah, nor any who wrought miracles either 
in the Old Testament or the New,—beside 
Jesus Christ; and so accurate were his ideas 
on this subject, that when the Jews ascribed 
to Moses the miracle of giving them manna, 
he at once denied it to have been his act, say- 
ing, “‘ Verily verily | say unto you, Moses gave 
you not that bread from heaven.” As the Son 
also entered on his Mediatorial work as soon 
as sin entered into the world, we may natu- 
rally expect to find him in the Divine Records 
acting from the beginning distinctly from the 
Father, though im all things one with him. 
This we find to have been the case. In Gen. 
xlvii. 16, we have One introduced as an Angel, 
to the distinctness of whom from the Father, 
our author bears the strongest testimony, by . 
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affirming, p. 70, that Angels dispensed pardon 
and redemption as well as Christ, with the 
view of invalidating his Deity, and quoting 
Gen. xlvii. 16, ““ The Angel that redeemed me 
from all evil bless the lads.” Thus early then 
does One appear in the Scriptures distinct from 
the Father, and able to redeem. This Angel it 
is easy to trace. In Gen. xxxi. 11, we find Ja- 
cob telling his family, “ Zhe Angel of God spake 
with me ina dream saying, Z am the God of 
Bethel, where thou anointedst the pillar, and 
vowedst a vow unto me.” On recurring to this 
transaction in ch. xxvill. we are told, ‘“ Be- 
hold, Jehovah stood above the ladder and said, 
I am Jehovah, the God of Abraham thy Father, 
and the God of Isaac, the land whereon thou 
liest, to thee will I give it and to thy seed.— 
And Jacob vowed a vow and said, If God will 
be with me and keep me in this way that I go 
—- then shall Jehovah be my God.” This 
«« Angel of God,” then, is here termed both Je- 
hovah and God, and by Jacob chosen as his 
God, being also the God of Abraham and 
Isaac. God himself recognizes this transac- 
tion in ch. xxxv. ‘‘ And God said unto Jacob, 
Arise, go up to Bethel, and ‘dwell there, and 
make there an altar unto God who appeared unto 
thee when thou fleddest from the face of Esau thy 
brother.” If this be the Son speaking here, 
the Holy Spirit again calls him God; if it be 
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the Father, by saying ‘‘ God who appeared unto 
thee at Bethel,” the Father places this Angel on 
a perfect equality with himself. Jacob indeed 
in the very passage quoted by our author to 
prove that ‘‘ angels have dispensed pardon and 
redemption to men,” declares the Angel who 
redeemed him from all evil to be ‘‘ the God 
before whom Abraham and Isaac had walked.” 
How must our author feel when on reviewing 
the context he finds that he has been disprov- 
ing Christ’s Deity, by shewing that the God of 
Abraham dispensed pardon and redemption as 
well as Christ ! 

In Exodus ii. 2, the Angel of the Lord appears 
to Moses in a flame of fire out of the midst of 
an unconsumed bush, —‘‘ And when Jehovah saw 
that he turned aside to see, God called unto 
him out of the midst of the bush and said, 
Lam the God of thy father, the God of Abraham, 
the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob.” 
Here the Angel of the Lord speaking out of 
the midst of the bush, declares himself to be 
the same with Jacob’s redeeming Angel, the 
God of Abraham and of Isaac. Should any one 
urge that it was not the Angel who thus called 
unto Moses, but God the Father, this would 
only confirm the equality of that Angel with 
the Father, since he declares himself to be. pre- 

cisely what Jacob terms the Redeeming Angel. 
_ Christ also, John viii., declares himself to be 
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precisely what Jehovah declares himself in ver. 
14. ‘Thus shalt thou say unto the children of 
Israel, I AM hath sent me unto you.” See 
John viii. 24. “If ye believe not that I AM,” 
(he being supplied) “ ye shall die in your sins ;” 
and ver.58, ‘‘ Verily verily I say unto you, Before 
Abraham, was I AM.” The Jews at once un- 
derstood him to declare himself God, and took 
up stones to stone him. Nor did Jesus hint 
that they had mistaken him; he rather chose 
to work a miracle to deliver himself from them. 
When we compare this with his solemn decla- 
ration before Pilate, ‘‘ To this end was I born 
and for this cause came I unto the world, that 
I might bear witness to the truth,” and reflect that 
had not this been the truth, he, from knowing 
their thoughts, was under the most sacred ob- 
ligation to undeceive them, we can scarcely 
conceive a more selemn testimony to his equa- 
lity with the Father. 

A third testimony, however, fully confirms 
the fact that this Angel of the Lord who brought 
Israel out of Egypt, was the God of Abraham. 
It occurs Judges ii. 1. ‘‘ And an Angel of the 
Lord came up from Gilgal to Bochim and said, 
I made you to goup eut of Egypt, and have brought 
you unto the land which I swore unto your fa- 
thers.” | 

To these a fourth may be added from Genesis 
xxii. 11, 12. “ And the Angel of he Lord called 
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unto Abraham out of heaven, and he said—Now 
I know that thou fearest God, seeing thou hast 
not withheld thy son, thine only son, from Mr.” This 
fourfold testimony then demonstrates that this 
Angel is Jehovah God, that he entered into co- 
venant with Abraham, and was worshipped by 
him, by Jacob, by Moses and the whole house 
of Israel, and that it was He of whom Moses 
declared, Deut. xxxii. 12.—‘“‘ Jehovah alone did 
lead him, and there was no strange god with 
him.” Moses also testifies that Christ is By 
NATURE God when he further adds, “‘ they have 
provoked me to jealousy with that which is not 
God ;” for as the Apostles called on the Lord 
Jesus, teaching others to do the same, had 
Christ not been by nature God, they who were 
specially guided by his Holy Spirit, would have 
provoked God to jealousy with that which is 
not God. And in drawing the Galatians from 
the worship of those who by nature were no Gods 
to that of Jesus Christ, had nx not been by na- | 
ture God, Paul would have drawn them from 
one idol to another. Such witness to the Son’s 
being By NatuRE Jehovah God, from Abra- 
ham,—from Jacob-—_from Moses—from Paul,— 
yea from the Son, and even the Father, leaves 
nothing on this subject to be further desired. 
Job also testifies that the Redeemer is God in 
ch. xix. 25, 26, ‘‘ I know that my Redeemer 
liveth, and that he shall stand in the latter day 
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on the earth ; and though after my skin worms 
devour this body, yet in my flesh shall I see 
God.” Would we know whether by God, Job 
means some inferior deity, neither creature nor 
Creator; he tells us, ch. xiii. 3. ‘Surely I 
would speak to the Almighty, and I desire to 
reason with God ;” and ch. xi. 7. “* Canst thou 
by searching find out God? Canst thou find out 
the Almghty to perfection ?” 


SECTION II. 


The Psalms examined respecting Christ’s Deity—Ani- 
madversions on certain passages, noticed. 


In examining the Psalms respecting Christ’s 
Deity we shall there find the future Redeemer 
repeatedly described by the Names peculiar to 
the Godhead, Jehovah, God, the Almighty, 
while the Attributes and the Works peculiar to 
God are ascribed to him without the least he- 
sitation. In the Second Psalm we omit for 
want of room the refulgent evidence to the 
Deity of the Son given in the body of the Psalm, 
to call the reader’s attention to the last verse. 
«¢ Kiss the Son lest he be angry and ye perish 
from the way, when his wrath is kindled but a 
little. Blessed are all they who trust in him.” 
This passage alone furnishes a variety of testi- 
mony to the Deity of the Son. Destruction to 
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spiritual enemies is no where in Scripture de- 
scribed as arising from the wrath of a mere 
creature. Prophets denounced on men the 
wrath of God, and pronounced on them acurse 
in his name; but here the Holy Spirit describes 
the Son’s wrath as causing destruction, and this 
for contempt of himself. With this agrees 
John’s testimony, Rev. vi. ‘‘ And the kings of 
the earth,—said to the mountains, Fall on us 
and hide us from the face of him that sitteth on 
the throne, and from the wrath of the Lamb.” 
Further, they are termed Blessed who trust in 
him. Jeremiah however declares, ch. xvii. 5. 
‘<< Thus saith Jehovah, Cursed be he that trust- 
eth in man, and maketh flesh his arm, and whose 
heart departeth from Jehovah.” If then it be 
cursed to trust in man, but blessed to trust in 
the Son, he is God over all blessed for ever- 
more. Thus the first time “ the Son” is men- 
tioned by name, his Nature and Deity are fully 
ascertained. He is equal to Jehovah ; Jeremiah 
in ver. 7. also adds, ‘‘ Blessed is he that trusteth 
in Jehovah ;’ and this Psalm says, ‘‘ Blessed are 
all they that trust in the Son.” If then it be 
‘equally blessed to trust in the Son and in Je- 
hovah, He is necessarily equal to Jehovah. 
Nor is it a trivial proof which results from Jere- 
miah’s uniting trust in man with the heart’s de- 
parting from the living God. The Apostles 
trusted in Christ, as did all primitive believers, 
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Eph. i. ‘We who first trusted in Christ.” 
Did this withdraw their hearts from the living 
God ? Let Paul decide, 1 Tim. vi. 17. ‘‘ Charge 
them—to trust in the living God.” 

Psalm xxiv. ascribes those Works to Jehovah 
which are elsewhere ascribed to the Son. ‘ The 
earth is Jehovah’s and the fulness thereof, the 
world and they that dwell therein; for he hath 
founded it upon the seas, and established it 
upon the floods.” In John ch. i. 3, we are in- 
formed that “ all things were made by (the Son) 
and without him was not any thing made which 
was made.” In creating power, then, Christ is 
equal to Jehovah. Further in 1 Cor. x. Paul 
says, ‘“‘ Ye cannot drink the cup of the Lord 
and the cup of devils. Do we provoke the 
Lord to jealousy? Are we stronger than he?” 
~The Lord Jesus, then, is capable of being pro- 
voked to jealousy by the worship of idols equally 
with Jehovah. Deut. xxxii. 12.——-With reference 
to Christ Paul adds, Whatsoever is sold in the 
shambles eat—for the earth is the Lord’s and 
the fulness thereof. If this Psalm then speak 
of Jehovah the Father, the same absolute domi- 
nion over the earth is here ascribed to the Son 
as to the Father; if of the Son, he is there 
termed Jehovah. In ver. 8, one is about to 
enter heaven as the King of Glory who is also 
called ‘* Jehovah, mighty in battle.” In Ephes. 
iv. Jesus, elsewhere styled the Lord of Glory, 
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ascends, having led captivity captive, which 
imphes battle and victory. Here also the Son 
is either described as equal in might to Jehovah, 
or as Jehovah himself.——In Psalm xxxvi. 6, we 
have, ‘‘ O Jehovah, thou preservest man and 
beast.” In Col. 1. 3, ‘* by him all things con- 
sist,” and in Heb. i. 2, ‘‘ he upholds all things 
by the word of his power.” ‘The Son then is 
either equal to Jehovah in preserving power— 
or Jehovah himself. 

We have noticed Psalm xlv. in considering 
the Atonement of Christ: we now recur to it, 
with its explication by the Divine Spirit, Heb. i. 
in proof of his Deity. ‘* But unto the Son he 
saith, Thy throne, O Jehovah, is for ever and 
ever —and, ver. 10. ‘‘ Thou, Jehovah, in the 
beginning hast laid the foundation of the earth, 
and the heavens are the works of thy hands. 
They shall perish, but thou remainest: and 
they all shall wax old as doth a garment, and 
as a vesture shalt thou fold them up and they 
shall be changed ; but thou art the same, and 
thy years fail not.” This awful description of 
“the Son” from him who cannot lie, fixes for 
ever the Deity and Nature of ‘‘ the Son of God.” 
We have no occasion to shew that the phrases 
“Son,” and the “ Only Begotten,” inevitably 
imply an equality of nature with the Father ; 
- whenever ‘‘ the Son” may be hereafter men- 
tioned in the Divine Records, we have merely 
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to regard the term as the proper Name of One 
already described by Him who cannot lie, as 
Jehovah God, unchangeable, equally worthy 
of worship with Himself—equally tremendous — 
in his wrath—equally potent to bless—equal in 
sovereignty, in creating and preserving power. 
This passage also fully explains 1 Cor. xv. He 
shall deliver up the kingdom to God, even the 
Father. His original throne as Jehovah God, 
is for ever and ever. His Mediatorial throne 
remains for a season, and then ceases. He had 
not yet emptied himself of his original glory, 
yet he is now Jehovah God, ever ‘‘ the same.” 
Nothing then, to which his infinite love prompt- 
ed him, could make any change in him, His 
humbling himself for thirty-three years could 
make no alteration in his nature. Him who is 
in his nature unchangeable, what can change ? 
Psalm xxiii. 1. ‘‘ Jehovah is my Shepherd, I 
shall not want,” united with Christ’s declaration 
John x. 16.—‘* There shall be one fold and one 
Shepherd,” has cost our author a whole page 
with the hope of proving, that Christ cannot be 
meant here, and hence cannot have been termed 
Jehovah. This speaks volumes against his 
system, as he hereby acknowledges that if 
Christ be really styled Jehovah, his cause is at 
once lost. As we have adduced so many other 
passages in which the Son is called Jehovah, we 
should have passed over this, had it not been 
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for our author’s animadversion. He observes, 
p. 146, « David declared God to be his Shep- 
herd. Jesus represents himself as the One 
Shepherd of the one fold of Christians, some of — 
whom were already attached to him, and others 
were afterwards to become converts.” But 
was our author ignorant that David was also 
one of Christ’s fold,—and Moses—and Abra- 
ham? <‘ But,” adds he, ‘the term shepherd 
is applied to others (Moses, &c.) without con- 
veying the idea of their unity with Jehovah.” 
True; but did he never read of a Chief Shep- 
herd, who when he shall appear will give the 
under shepherds a crown of glory? Above the 
Chief Shepherd, however, there can be no one. 
Unless therefore he place the Father below the 
Son, he must allow that the Son, if not Jeho- 
vah the Shepherd of David, is at least ONE with 
him. It is strange that among these other 
shepherds beside Christ, he should rank Him 
described Ezek! xxxiv. 23. “ And I will set up 
one Shepherd over them, even my Servant 
David.” Was he ignorant that David himself 
had seen corruption at least four centuries be- 
fore this prophecy was delivered? His conclu- 
sion, however, exceeds all. Adds he, p. 147, 
“Tf they insist, though without any ground, upon 
interpreting this of Jesus, they must still attri- 
bute his shepherdship over his flock to Divine 
commission, and must relinquish the idea of 
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unity between God the employer, and the 
Messiah his servant.” Yes, we must relinquish 
a unity of nature between the Divine Father and 
the Messiah whom he sent, just as much as we 
do between Cyaxares, and Cyrus employed to 
lead his armies, between Vespasian and Titus, 
between George the Third and his Son, now 
George the Fourth. 

Relative to Psalm Ixvii. 18. ‘‘ Thou hast as- 
cended on high, thou hast led captivity captive, 
thou hast received gifts for men; yea for the 
rebellious also, that Jehovah God might dwell 
among them,” our author, while he adduces the 
Jewish dream that it was Moses who ascended 
on high, 1. e. to Sinai, and received gifts for 
men, the ten commands, still acknowledges that 
Paul ‘‘ must have applied the verse in an ac- 
commodated sense to Jesus.” But he, p. 153, in- 
sists that “it isequally absurd and unscriptural 
to interpret this passage so as to imply that the 
person who ascended on high and who re- 
ceived gifts for men that the Lord God might 
dwell among them, is the Lord God, because 
this would imply that the Lord God ascended 
and received gifts from a Being of course su- 
perior to himself.” By this he again tells us, 
that if he who thus ascended on high be really 
Jehovah God, his cause his lost. While this, 
however, has been abundantly proved already, 
to ascertain it here we have only to examine 


159 


the context. The Psalm commences with an 
address to God in the third person. <‘* Let God 
arise, let his enemies be scattered.” At ver.7, 
he is addressed in the second person, ‘‘O God, 
when thou wentest forth before thy people, 
when .thou didst march through the wilder- 
ness, the earth shook,” &c. The second per- 
son is retained till ver. 11. ‘* Jehovah gave 
the word; great was the company of those 
who published it,” and is resumed again in this, 
the 18th verse; “‘ Thou hast ascended on high,” 
&c. If one person be not addressed from the 
beginning, therefore, it is certain that he who 
ascended on high, identified by Paul as Christ, 
is ‘God who went forth before his people 
through the wilderness, before whom Sinai it- 
self was moved.” 

On Psalm Ixxxu. 6. “ I said, ye are Gods,” 
quoted John x. 35, our author to invalidate 
Christ’s deity observes, ‘‘ Jesus shews from 
this quotation that the term God, is figuratively 
applied to creatures of a superior nature.” 
This displays an inaccuracy of idea and ex- 
pression we should scarcely have expected in a 
work on the Deity of Christ. What creatures 
of a superior nature are here termed gods? 
Those that die like men. To whose nature is 
their’s superior? Only to that of the brutes. 
What however is the figurative to the real ap- 
plication of the term God? If other gods die 
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must Jehovah who made heaven and earth, 
whose throne is for ever and ever ? 

Psalm Ixxvi. 56. ‘‘ They tempted and pro- 
voked the most high God,” and 1 Cor. x. 9. 
*« Neither let us tempt Christ as some of them 
also tempted;” have cost our author another 
page in attempting to disprove that Christ was 
the Most High God who was with Israel in the 
wilderness. But if Christ was “‘ he who went 
forth before his people through the wilderness, ” 
as has just been proved from Psalm Ixvui. he 
was certainly with them in the wilderness, whe- 
ther this be declared here or not. We cannot 
but remark our author’s inaccuracy, however, 
in stating his opponent’s doctrine on this sub- 
ject. Says he, ‘“‘ How far cannot prejudice carry 
away men of sense! Are we not all in com- 
mon with Jesus liable to be tempted both by 
men and Satan?” Then follow proofs to shew 
that Abraham was also tempted, with this in- 
terrogation, ‘‘ Can the liability to temptation 
common to God, to Jesus, to Abraham, and all 
mankind, be of any avail to prove the divinity 
and identity of those important objects?” Now 
we never heard any one attempt to prove the 
deity of Christ merely from his being tempted. 
It is the Apostle’s declaring that Christ was He 
who was tempted in the wilderness, and hence 


the Most High God described by the Psalmist 
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as tempted there, which is here adduced. 
This fact, if “ him” should be added after the 
sentence, ‘‘as some of them also tempted,” is 
proved by this passage, and if not, it is fully 
declared elsewhere. | 

The last passage from the Psalms on which 
our author offers any remark, is from Psalm cx. 
‘ Jehovah said unto my Lord, Sit thou on my 
right hand till I make thine enemies thy foot- 
stool,” on which he observes, p. 122, ‘* This 
passage is simply applied to the Messiah ma- 
nifesting that the victory gained by him over 
his enemies was entirely owing to the influence 
of God.” To this we reply, that after the Son 
had humbled himself so as to assume our na- 
ture and be appointed to the combat, it was 
not to be expected that the Father would /or- 
sake him. But that Jesus had no might of his 
~ own, which our author would fain prove, 1s not 
afact. To the inquiry of the Church in Isaiah 
Ixin. “ Who is this that cometh from Edom, 
with dyed garments from Bozrah?” Christ, 
declaring himself ‘‘ mighty to save,” answers, 
‘«* Mine own arm brought salvation unto me.” 
And in Rev. 1. 8, he sets his might above doubt, 
‘IT am Alpha and Omega, the beginning and 
the end, saith the Lord, which is, and which 
was, and which is to come, the Almighty.” 
Surely he who is Almighty needs the aid of none 
in subduing his enemies. 
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Having noticed every passage in the Psalms 
on which our author has made any remark, we 
will adduce a few which have escaped his ob- 
servation. Psalm Ixxvii. affords new proof 
that the Angel of Bochim who caused Israel to 
go up out of Egypt, and brought them into the 
land which he swore unto their fathers, is equal 
to the Father in might and forgiving mercy, 
ver. 13. ‘‘ He divided the sea, and caused them to 
pass through, and made the waters to stand in 
aheap. He clave the rocks in the wilderness, 
and gave them drink as out of the great depths. 
And they sinned yet more against him by pro- 
voking the Most High in the wilderness. And 
they tempted God in their hearts by asking 
meat for their lusts. When he slew them, 
then they sought him, and they returned and in- 
quired early after God; and they remembered 
that God was their rock, and the High God their 
Redeemer.” That the Son would have been 
with Israel in the wilderness, to rear that fabric 
of ceremonial worship, which should prefigure 
the sacrifice of himself and thus nourish their 
faith and hope for the intervening fifteen cen- 
turies, we might naturally have expected from 
_ his being the Redeemer of men, had it not been 
- expressly declared. Paul in Heb. iii. 3, 6, con- 
firms this fact, however, and anew declares his 
Godhead: ‘ For this man was counted worthy 
of more glory than Moses, inasmuch as he who 
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hath builded the house is worthy of more honour 
than the house. For every house is built by 
some man; but he who built all things is God.” 
Here if the Apostle does not wander from his 
subject to the creation of the world, the “ all 
things” refer to the house which Christ built in 
the wilderness, and in which Moses was faith- 
ful; and even if he does, as all things were 
made by Christ, he still confirms his Deity. 
It is indeed as easy to prove that there is no 
God, as that he who brought Israel up out of 
Egypt and led them through the wilderness 
into the land he swore to give their fathers, is 
not God over all, blessed for evermore. 

Who that Angel was who brought Israel out 
of Egypt, we are anew told Psalm Ixxxi. 9, 10, 
“* There shall no strange god be in thee; neither 
shalt thou worship any strange god. Jam Je- 
hovah thy God who brought thee out of the land of 
Egypt; open thy mouth wide, and I will fill it.” 
And that the application of the name Jehovah 
to the Son as well as the Father does not affect 
the unity of the Godhead, we learn from Psalm 
Ixxxill. 18, “ That men may know that thou 
whose name alone is Jehovah, art the Most High 
over all the earth.” But how shall we explain 
these numerous passages which declare both 
the Father and the Son Jehovah? Our Lord 
himself explains them when he says, “I and 
my Father are OnE;” and in no other way can 
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they be explained without the Scripture’s con- 
tradicting itself: but our author properly in- 
sists, p. 173, that ‘“ there is the strictest. con- 
sistency between all the passages in the Sacred 
Books.” 

Psalm xev. ascribes anew to Him who cre- 
ated all things, not only the awful name Je- 
hovah, but worship and universal dominion, ‘* For 
Jehovah is a great God, and a great King above 
all Gods—-O come, let us worship and bow 
down, let us kneel before Jehovah our Maker ; 
for he is our God, and we are the people of his 
pasture, and the sheep of his hand.” Here if 
the Son himself be not intended, who made ail 
things, and without whom was nothing made 
which was made, the same language applied 
to the Father and the Son, demonstrates their 
equality. Psalm cxlvi. again identifies. this 
equality, by ascribing to those who trust in 
Jehovah the blessedness ascribed in Psalm ii. 
to those who trust in the Son. ‘* Happy or 
blessed is he who hath the God of Jacob for his 
help, whose hope is in Jehovah his God, who 
made heaven and earth, the sea, and all that 
therein is.” Here if the Father be meant, he 
is again equalized with the Son; if the Son, he 
is anew styled Jehovah, the God of Jacob, who 
made heaven and earth. 

We proceed to those passages in the Pro- 
phets declaring the Deity of Christ, on which 
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our author has offered any animadversion. We 
may, however, previously notice a passage or 
two in a book wholly overlooked by him, that 
of Proverbs. If in this book Christ be repre- 
sented under the character of Wisdom, as di- 
vines have thought, and as seems implied in 
Christ’s saying, Matth. xi. 19, «‘ But Wisdom is 
justified of her children;’ and Luke xi. 19, 
‘* Therefore said the Wisdom of the Lord, Be- 
hold I will send them prophets,” fresh proof is 
here furnished to the Eternal Deity of the Son. 
In chap. viii. Wisdom declares, ‘‘ Jehovah pos- 
sessed me in the beginning of his way, before 
his works of old. I was set up from everlasting, 
from the beginning, or ever the earth was. 
When he prepared the heavens, I was there— 
when he appointed the foundations of the earth, 
then | was by him as one brought up with him, 
and I was daily his delight, rejoicing always be- 
fore him.” These expressions can scarcely 
apply to an abstract quality, while the personifi- 
cation is not greater if Christ be understood 
here, than it is in John where he is described 
as the “ Word.” As he is “‘ the same,” neces- 
sarily self-existent, (no one else being ‘“ the 
same,” but changeable at the will of another, ) 
he was ever Jehovah God, self-existent and 
almighty ; had he not, he could not have been 
‘< the same,” he must have changed from non- 
existence to existence. 
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SECTION IIf. 


The Prophets examined respecting Christ’s Deity—Ani- 
madverstons on certain passages, noticed. 


In Isaiah the first passage descriptive of 
Christ's Deity on which our author animad- 
verts is chap. vi. 5, 9. ‘In the year that king 
Uzziah died, I saw also Jehovah sitting upon a 
throne high and lifted up, and his train filled 
the temple. Above it stood the seraphim 
and one cried to another, Holy, holy, holy is 
Jehovah of Hosts, the whole earth is filled 
with his glory———Then said I, Woe is me! for 
fam undone; because I am a man of unclean 
lips—and mine eyes have seen the King, Je- 
hovah of Hosts.--—Also I heard the voice of 
Jehovah saying, Whom shall I send, and who 
will go for us? Then I said, Heream I; send 
me. And he said, Go and tell this people, Hear 
ye indeed, but understand not; and see ye in- 
deed, but perceive not. Make the heart of this 
people fat, and make their ears heavy, and shut 
their eyes; lest they see with their eyes, and 
hear with their ears, and understand with their 
heart, and convert, and be healed.” As this 
glorious vision wherein the prophet received 
his commission, represented either the Father 
or the Son, we might have expected that it 
should be the Son, who had undertaken to re- 
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deem men, had founded the Israelitish church 
in the wilderness, and was now about to send 
a series of prophets to the only public body on 
earth which held the doctrine of his coming 
and atonement. Our author acknowledges 
that it must be applied by Jesus in an accommo- 
dated sense to the state of the Jews. If however 
it applies in any sense to our Lord, its reference 
to him is sufficiently proved. John’s decisive tes- 
timony to this fact, chap. xu. 41, ‘“‘ These things 
said Isaiah when he saw his glory and spoke 
of him,” creates him much labour. To break 
its force he says, p. 142, ‘‘ The passage in the 
Evangelist is more correctly explained by re- 
ferring it to John vii. 56. Your Father Abra- 
ham rejoiced to see my day,—which. cannot be 
understood of oracular vision, but prophetic 
anticipation; whereas the glory seen in the 
vision of Isaiah was that of God himself in the 
delivery of the commands given to the Pro- 
phet on that occasion.” We may here ask, 
What has Abraham’s day to do with Isaiah’s 
vision? It is not the “ day” of Christ which 
the Evangelist describes Isaiah as having seen, 
—but *‘ his glory,” which the Evangelist de- 
clares to be Christ's. He also fixes the time 
when Isaiah thus saw Christ’s glory, even when 
it was said ‘“‘ he hath blinded their eyes and 
hardened their hearts, that they should not 
see with their eyes nor understand with their 
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hearts and be converted and I should heal 
them.” This was precisely when Isaiah saw 
this vision in the temple. Since then, accor- 
ding to our author, this was ‘a vision of God 
himself,” another is added to the many testimo- 
nies already given, that Jesus Christ is Jehovah. 

To our author’s criticism on [saiah vu. 14, ‘ Be- 
hold a virgin shall conceive and beara Son,’ &c. 
compared with chap. ix. 6, ‘ For unto us a child 
is born,’ &c. we have already replied by shew- 
ing him, that a slight attention to the chrono- 
logy of the Scriptures would have saved him 
this labour, by convincing him that Hezekiah 
must at that moment have been six if not seven 
years old; and that itis not the way of Him who 
rests his claim to Godhead on his declaring 
things to come, to foretel things already past, 
like Valmikee in the Ramaywna. His mode of 
shewing however that ‘‘the illustrious Son of 
Ahaz” was not the only king of the select 
nation of God who was honoured with such 
names as—‘‘ Emmanuel, or God with us,” and 
with such epithets as ‘“‘ Wonderful, Counsellor, 
the Mighty God, the Everlasting Father, the 
Prince of Peace,” deserves to be noticed. 
What instances does he bring that these names 
peculiar to God were applied to certain kings 
in Israel? Two: Gen. xxxii. 28, ‘‘ Thy name 
shall be no more called Jacob; but Israel, God’s 
Prince, (more properly a Prince with God) for 


169 _ 

as a prince hast thou power with men and witht 
God, and hast prevailed.” And Psalm lxxxix. 
18, ‘‘ For Jehovah is our defence, and THE 
Hoty One of Israel our king.” But who 
among the Israelitish kings was the Holy One 
of Israel? Is not the Holy One of Israel Je- 
hovah himself? If not, what does Isaiah mean 
in ch. xliv. 3, “I am Jehovah thy God, the 
floly One of Israel, thy Saviour.” The proof, 
then, that ‘‘ Emmanuel,” the Mighty God, the 
Prince of Peace, are applied to certain ‘“ kings 
of this select nation,” is, that Jacob was called 
‘“« Israel,” which is no name of God, and that 
Jehovah and the future Messiah are both sul 
the Holy One of Israel! 

Relative to Isaiah xxvii. 16—‘‘ Behold I lay 
in Zion for a foundation, a stone, a tried stone, 
a sure foundation,” &c. compared with Isaiah 
vill. 13. ‘“* Sanctify Jehovah of Hosts himself; 
and let him be your fear and your dread. And 
he shall be for a sanctuary; but fora stum- 
bling stone and for a rock of offence to both 
the houses of Israel ;” and with | Peter ii. 8,— 
our author charges Mr. Jones with wilful omis- 
sion for the sake of drawing this conclusion ; 
‘‘ this stone of stumbling and rock of offence 
is no other than Christ; therefore Christ is Je- 
hovah of Hosts himself.” Not having seen Mr. 
Jones’s comment, we are unable to say whe- 
ther this charge be just or not; but we think 
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no unfair means are needed to elicit this fact 
from this passage, nothing indeed beyond a 
clear statement of the context. The declara- 
tion is, that Jehovah of Hosts shall be for a 
stumbling stone and for a rock of offence to the 
two houses of Israel. But after the delivery of 
this prophecy, was he this to them prior to 
the coming of Christ? As the house of Jsrael 
was carried away captive a few years after the 
delivery of this prophecy, if not a year or two 
before, it is doubtful whether they ever saw this 
prophecy while in their own land. But Christ 
has been a stone of stumbling and a rock of of- 
fence to all of every tribe for nearly eighteen 
centuries, while he has been for a sanctuary to 
all who have trusted in him. Christ is there- 
fore the Jehovah of Hosts mentioned in this 
passage. As to bis being made the head of the 
corner by his heavenly Father, this can no more 
affect his unchangeable Deity than his being 
made flesh. 

Our author attempts to evade Isaiah xl. 3, 
‘* The voice of him that crieth in the wilder- 
ness, Prepare ye the way of Jehovah, make 
straight in the desert a highway for our God,” 
by coupling it with Malachi i. 1, ‘‘ Behold, I 
will send my messenger, and he shall prepare 
the way before me, and Jehovah whom ye seek 
shall suddenly come into his temple, even the 
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Messenger of the Covenant whom ye delight 
in,’—and confining his animadversions to the 
latter, on which he says, ‘‘ In reply it may be 
simply observed, that we find in the Prophet 
distinct and separate mention of Jehovah and 
of the Messiah as the Messenger of the Co- 
venant. John therefore ought to be considered 
as the forerunner of both in the same manner 
as a commander sent in advance to occupy a 
strong post in the country of the enemy, may 
be said to be preparing the way for the battles 
of his king, or of the general whom the king 
places at the head of his army:” p. 141, 142. 
This observation delivers up his cause wholly, 
as he thereby acknowledges, and most justly, 
that if Christ be Jehovah, his opposition to his 
Deity is vain, and rests his all on two persons 
being mentioned for John to precede, Jehovah 
and the Angel or Messenger of the Covenant. 
Now had there been two mentioned, this An- 
gel of the Covenant has been already shewn to 
be Jehovah as well as the Father. But the fact 
is that Malachi does not mention two. It is 
— Jehovah who was suddenly to come into his 
temple; and afterwards Jehovah and the Mes- 
senger of the Covenant are identified as the 
same person by the Prophet’s adding ‘‘ He shall 
come,” (not they). That Jesus is Jehovah men- 
tioned in Isaiah xl. 3, whose way John was 
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sent to prepare, is confirmed by the testimony 
of Zachariah and John his son, both filled with 
the Holy Ghost. 

Our author also animadverts on ver. 10, in this 
chapter. ‘‘ Behold, Jehovah God will come 
_with strong hand, and his arm shall rule for 
him; behold, his reward 1s with him, and his 
work before him,” as compared with Rev. xxii. 
12, ‘‘ Behold, I come quickly, and my reward is 
with me, to give to every man according as 
his work shall be;” and to invalidate the proof 
of Christ’s Deity which results from his being 
there termed Jehovah, he refers to John v. 30, 
32, “As I hear, I judge: and my judgment 
is just; because I seek not my own will, but 
the will of him that sent me. The Father 
judgeth no man, but hath committed all judg- 
ment unto the Son,” but omitting the clause 
‘‘ that all men should honour the Son even 
as they honour the Father.” He also quotes 
Matt. xvi. 27, ‘© For the Son of Man shall come 
in the glory of his Father, with his angels, and 
then he shall reward every man according to 
his works.” These passages, however, do not 
in the least affect the question, which is not, 
by what authority Christ rewards, but whether 
he be the person described as rewarding ; and this 
these very passages confirm, particularly Rev. 
xxii. 12, in which Christ claims this preroga- 
tive-in the fullest manner: ‘‘ Behold, | come 
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quickly, and my reward is with me, to give to 
every man according as his work shall be.” Hf 
we understand the Father as speaking in this 
passage of Isaiah, therefore, since Christ de- 
scribes himself in precisely the same terms, 
this will prove his eguadity with the Father, 
which is equally fatal to our author's system. 
But that the Son is here intended is evident 
from the context: Jehovah God, who thus re- 
wards, is there described as feeding his flock 
like a Shepherd, as stretching out the heavens 
like a curtain, and spreading them out as a 
tent to dwell in, as ‘“‘ Jehovah who created the 
heavens, God himself who formed the earth.” 
Precisely the same language is applied to that 
‘‘oood Shepherd” who laid down his life for his 
sheep, and whom the Father, styling Jehovah, 
describes as having laid the foundations of the 
earth, and as about to fold up the heavens like 
avesture, and change them like a garment in 
the end of time, while he himself is ever “ the 
same.” The Son of Man’s coming in his Father’s. 
glory, can make no alteration in his eternal 
nature. If he is Jehovah, as the Scriptures so 
fully testify, ‘* he changes not,” which is also tes- 
tified of Christ by Paul, ‘ Jesus Christ, the 
same yesterday, to-day, and forever.” Neither 
his humbling himself, nor his receiving exalta- 
tion therefore, can in the least alter his nature. 
His glory he may for a season lay aside, but 
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his Divine Nature he can never change ;—he 
can no more cease to be the Most High than to 
be “the Most Holy.” 

But why conceal the fact that he comes in 
his own glory as well asin his Father's? This 
is declared Luke ix. 26, “‘ The Son of Man 
shall come 27 his own glory and in his Father’s,” 
and Matt. xxv. 31, where he mentions his own 
glory alone, omitting his heavenly Father's, 
** When the Son of Man shall come 7 his glory 
and all the holy angels with him, then shall he 
sit on the throne of his glory.” What his own 
glory was, we have been already informed by 
Isaiah, who in vision ‘‘ saw his glory and spake 
of him.” These declarations explain every pas- 
sage in which power and authority are said to 
be given or committed to the Son. By becom- 
ing the Son of Man he emptied himself of his 
glory, and became of no reputation, being in 
the form of a servant, the direct opposite of 
Godhead, the distinguishing characteristic of 
which is supreme dominion. In consideration 
of this the Father exalts him as the Son of Man, 
not only glorifying him with his own glory 
which he had with him before the world began, 
but with the Father’s glory also in appointing 
him the Sole Judge of all creatures. Of this the 
slightest reflection will convince us. Judgment 
originally belongs to both the Father and the 
Son. But the Son was pleased of his infinite 
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mercy to give himself for our sins, and the Fa- 
ther was pleased to deliver to him all power in 
heaven and earth, and commit to him all judg- 
ment, judging no man himself, thus committing 
that work wholly to the Son, which by nature 
belongs to him in common with the Father. 
Further, all power as to providence and final 
judgment is committed to him not merely as 
the Son, but as the Son of Man, the Mediator, 
and because he made himself the Son of Man, as 
Paul testifies Phil. u.9. This Mediatorial king- 
dom, however, ends with the final judgment, 
when delivering up this kingdom to the Father, 
he remains with him, Jehovah God on his throne, 
as before he laid aside his glory to become Me- 
diator. But as the Father's committing to the 
Son the entire work and glory of being the Fi- 
nal Judge of all, judging no man himself, does 
not change his glorious nature, so the Son’s 
laying aside his glory and becoming man, in no 
way changes his original nature and Godhead. 
Hence, when on earth, he was in heaven; while 
he hung on the cross, he upheld all things by 
the word of his power. 

We come now to Isaiah xliv. 6. ‘‘ Thus saith 
Jehovah the King of Israel and his Redeemer, 
Jehovah of Hosts, I am the First, I also am the 
Last, and beside me there is no God,” compared 
with Rev. 1. 8. ‘‘lam Alpha and Omega, the 
beginning and the ending, saith the Lord—the 
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Almighty ;” in animadverting on which passage 
our author displays a degree of faith which ex- 
ceeds any thing found among Trinitarians ; it 1s, 
that the Son of God after receiving the worship 
of the highest archangel at God’s express com- 
mand, forbids John to worship him, after hav- 
ing declared himself to be Alpha and Omega, 
the First and the Last, the Almighty who 
searcheth the heart. As our author lays great 
stress on this passage, we trust our readers will 
permit us to examine it thoroughly. In this 
book five persons address John at different 
times; two of the elders around the throne, 
two angels, and He who is the grand speaker 
throughout the book, who in ch. 1. declares 
himself Alpha and Omega, the Lord Almighty, 
of whom John’s mind is full, and whom he after 
the first chapter often introduces without the 
least notice, while he previously describes 
every other speaker with the utmost care. 
This is the case with the first elder ch. v. 5, 
who said unto him, ‘‘ Weep not; behold the 
Lion of the tribe of Judah, the Root of David 
hath prevailed to open the book ;”—with the 
elder, ch. vii. 13, who asks John, What are these 
arrayed in white robes ’—with the angel ch. x. 
who had the little book and gave it him to read, 
—and particularly with the one of the seven 
angels having the last plagues, who shewed 
John the various things he saw, and respecting 


177 
whom John says, ch. xix. 10. “I fell at his feet | 
to worship him. And he said unto me; See 
thou do it not: I am thy fellow-servant, and of 
thy brethren that have the testimony of Jesus : 
worship God.” Our author is so delighted how- 
ever with this angel’s forbidding John to wor- 
ship him, that notwithstanding his declaration 
that ‘‘ there is the strictest consistency between 
all the passages in the sacred books,” he insists 
that this fellow-servant of John’s, after having 
forbidden John to worship him, assumes the 
Godhead, and declares himself Alpha and 
Omega, the First and the Last, like Jehovah 
himself, Isaiah xliv. This involves the belief 
of the following things, that the Lamb whom 
the blessed constantly adore, crying ‘ Holy, 
holy, holy, Lord God Almighty,” forbdad John 
to worship him;—that while this angel was 
shewing John the bride the Lamb’s wife, he was 
himself the Lamb in the midst of the throne,— 
and while shewing him the holy city, this angel 
was the Lamb who at that moment was the tem- 
ple and the light in the midst of the Holy city 
he was then shewing him ;--that the Son by 
forbidding John to worship him as a thing in 
its nature evil, after the Father had commanded 
all the angels of God to worship him, charges 
his Heavenly Father with folly, although our 
author declares them to be ‘‘ ONE in will and 
design.” Surely no Trinitarian could ever 
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boast faith equal to this: nor is this its full 
extent,—after this angel had forbidden the least 
act of worship to himself, he, with blasphemous 
inconsistency, arrogates to himself the peculiar 
language and prerogative of God by declaring 
himself the First and the Last; the Sovereign 
Arbiter of the eternal destinies of men. If this 
be Christ, what must become of ‘ the Precepts 
of Jesus ?” 

Internal evidence however demonstrates that 
this angel neither said ‘* Behold, I come quick- 
ly,” ver. 7, nor ‘‘ I am Alpha and Omega,” ver. 
13. By applying here the rule applied to every 
other work on earth, that when the speaker is 
not expressly named, his language designates 
him, every difficulty vanishes. In ver. 5, 6, of 
the preceding chapter, another speaker beside 
the angel is introduced in the same abrupt 
manner by “ And he said unto me,” who adds, 
“Tam Alpha and Omega, the beginning and 
the end,” and whom we easily identify as He 
that sat on the throne, saying, ‘“‘ Behold, I 
make all things new.” He there also uses the 
very language found in chap. xx1. 6. ‘ Write, 
for these words are true and faithful!” This 
continuity of the language, with the sameness 
of the manner in which John introduces the 
speaker in both chapters, as though he filled 
his whole soul, is in itself fully conclusive, par- 
ticularly when contrasted with the pains he 
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takes to introduce the angel in ver. 8. “ And 
when I had heard and seen, I fell down before 
the feet of the angel who shewed me these things.” 
But this internal evidence is confirmed by ano- 
ther fact. It is declared chap. 1. 1. that Jesus 
Christ sent and signified by /zs angel to his 
servant John things which must shortly come 
to pass. But beside this angel there is no one 
sent to shew John these things; and John him- 
self expressly identifies this as ‘‘ the angel 
who shewed him these things.” This at once 
proves that it was not Christ the Angel of the 
Covenant, who forbad John to worship him, 
—but the angel whom He senr to ‘“ shew 
John these things,” and who was hence as 
much Christ’s servant as John himself. That 
the blasphemous inconsistency in which this 
supposition involved this creature-angel, did 
not lead our author to examine these facts, is 
an instance of prejudice of which he has pro- 
duced no parallel in any Trinitarian. 

_ There are but two passages more on which 
our author offers any remark. One is chap. 
xlv. 23. ‘*Unto me, (Jehovah) every knee shall 
bow, every tongue shall swear ;” as quoted Rom. 
xiv. ‘ For we shall all stand before the judg- 
ment-seat of Christ; for it is written, As | live, 
saith the Lord, every knee shall bow to me, 
and every tongue shall confess to God. So then. 
every one of us shall give account of himself to 

N 2 


180 


God.” Here he observes, ‘‘ Between the pro- 
phet and the apostle there is a perfect agree- 
ment in substance, since both declare that it is 
to God that every knee shall bow and every 
tongue shall confess, through him before whose 
judgment-seat we shall stand.” We here beg 
leave to ask our author where the phrase 
“through him” is to be found? It must be 
in the author’s copy of the prophet and the 
apostle.—It is not in ours. But he adds, 
“From this passage they say, it appears that 
Jesus swore by himself, and that thereby he is 
approved to be God according to the rule, that 
it is God only who can swear by himself. But 
how can they escape the context which ex- 
pressly informs us that the Lord Jehovah, and 
not Jesus, swore in this manner?” We reply ; 
merely by this, that the Son was Jehovah be- 
fore he was Jesus; and that his becoming Jesus 
could not make him cease to be Jehovah. This 
context however proves that Jesus is Jehovah, 
did no other proof exist. He who thus swore 
by himself is, ‘‘ Jehovah who created the hea- 
vens, God himself who formed the earth ;” who, 
we have already seen, is the Son of God.—It 
is also He who being a Saviour says, ‘* Look 
unto me and be ye saved, all ye the ends of the 
earth,”-—and Jesus is so pre-eminently the Sa- 
viour, that there is salvation in no other. Fur- 
ther, the 24th verse adds: “ Surely shall one 
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say, In Jehovah have I righteousness and 
strength ;” and ver. 25, ‘‘ In Jehovah shall all 
the seed of Israel be justified and shall glory.” 
But the righteousness ascribed to the Father is 
rectitude of nature and character, never obedi- 
ence to a law, this belonging to the Son who 
condescended to be made under the law. That 
righteousness in which sinners glory, is never 
called the Father’s unless by accommodation, 
while it is properly the Son’s, wrought out by 
his obedience in our nature to his Father's law. 
Jehovah therefore ‘‘in whom men have righte- 
ousness, are justified and glory,” is no other 
than Christ, in whose righteousness Paul wish- 
ed to be found, and in whom he gloried. No- 
thing then can be more complete than the evi- 
dence furnished by this context, that Jesus is 
Jehovah ;—and we intreat our author solemnly 
to weigh the import of that awful declaration 
in ver. 24, ‘* All that are incensed against him 
shall be ashamed.” 

The other passage is Isa. liv. 5, misprinted 
Ps. liv. 5. ** Thy Maker is thy husband, Jeho- 
vah of hosts is his name,” compared with John 
jl. 29, ‘“* He that hath the bride is the bride- 
groom,” and with Ephes. v. 23, “* For the hus- 
band is the head of the wife, even as Christ is 
the head of the church.” On these our author 
remarks p. 148, “ From this they infer that as 
the church is one bride, so on the other hand 
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there is one husband, who is termed in one 
place God, and in another place Christ. My 
readers will be pleased to examine the language 
employed in these two instances: in the one, 
God is represented as the husband of all his 
creatures, and in the other Christ is declared 
to be the husband or the head of his followers ; 
there is therefore an inequality of authority evi- 
dently ascribed to God and to Jesus.” Had our 
author examined the context with sufficient 
care, he would have found that these to whom 
God here declares himself the husband, are so 
far from being ‘‘ all his creatures” that they are 
only one branch of his church, the Gentiles, 
the children of the desolate in opposition to the 
Jews, the children of the married wife, as Paul 
would have taught him Gal. iv. 27. If therefore 
he understand this passage of God the Father, 
the inequality of authority is entirely zn favour 
of the Son, who was the husband or head both of 
these Gentile converts and of those in the Jew- 
ish church. But the fact is, that Christ is here 
meant, for he not only addresses this part of his 
church as Jehovah her Redeemer in ver. 8, butin 
ver. 17 adds, ‘‘Their righteousness isof me, saith 
Jehovah,” which we have already shewn to be 
properly spoken of Christ. —— We have now 
examined our author's every objection to those 
passages usually adduced from Isaiah to prove 
that Christ is Jehovah; and the evidence that 


183 


he is such, shines forth with such effulgence 
from these very passages, that, limited as we are 
for room, we fear to detain our readers longer 
by noticing other passages in this prophecy 
which witness the same fact, particularly as we 
must notice those passages which our author 
impugns in the other prophets. 

Our author, p. 142, animadverts on Jeremiah 
xxill. 5, 6, ‘* Behold, I will raise unto David a 
righteous Branch, and a king shall reign and 
prosper—And this is the name whereby he shall 
be called, Jehovah our Righteousness,” as com- 
pared with 1 Cor. 1. 30, Jesus Christ is made 
of God unto us wisdom, righteousness, &c. on 
which he adds, ‘“‘ I only refer my readers again 
to the passage Jer. xxxii. 16, in which Jeru- 
salem is also called ‘‘ Jehovah our righteous- 
ness,” and to the phrase ‘‘ 2s made unto us of 
God, found in the passage in question and ex- 
pressing the inferiority of Jesus to God.” To 
this we merely reply, That this does not at all 
affect the question in hand, which is simply 
whether this righteous Branch of David, this 
King who shall reign and prosper, be Jesus 
Christ, or not ; and to prove this, we need only 
call in the testimony of the Angel to Mary, 
Luke 1.33, ‘‘ The Lord God shall give unto him 
the throne of his father David, and he shall reign 
over the house of Jacob for ever.” This testi- 
mony then, without any aid from 1 Cor. i. 30, 
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declares that Jesus is Jehovah, this righteous 
Branch raised up to David, and hence, Jehovah 
our Righteousness. Relative to his “ being made 
of God righteousness to us,” or in other words, 
to his righteousness being imputed to us by the 
Father for our justification, this can of course 
make no alteration in the Son’s eternal nature. 
If he was Jehovah before he became incarnate 
to ‘‘ bring in everlasting righteousness,” which 
has been so fully testified, he must remain Je- 
-hovah for ever; for ‘“« Jehovah changeth not.” 

On ch. xxxiil. 16, which our author thus trans- 
lates anew, ‘“‘And this (name) which (man) shall 
call her, Jehovah our Righteousness,” we may 
observe, that it is the church of Christ, the holy 
Jerusalem, who bears this name to the honour 
of her glorious Head and Husband, who is m- 
deed ‘‘ Jehovah her Righteousness ;” but no one 
beside our author ever thought it fortunate that 
an innumerable company of sinful human crea- 
tures have not been deified on this account. If 
the church be really Christ’s spouse, it is not 
strange that her lord should permit her to bear 
his name. Nor does it furnish any oceasion for 
mistake. In Isaiah iv. it is predicted that 
‘‘ seven women shall take hold of one man, 
saying, We will eat our own bread and wear our 
own apparel, only let us be called by thy name to 
take away our reproach.” Had this man per- 
mitted them thus to bear his name, no one ™ 
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would have deemed these seven women, or any 
one among them, this very man himself; al- 
though all would hence have thought that there 
was some one to whom this name really be- 
longed. In like manner, although this does 
not prove that the church is Jehovah, it does 
prove that there is One bearing that Name who 
has so loved her as to become ‘ Jehovah her 
Righteousness.” 

As our author, to invalidate the fact that the 
sacred name Jehovah so often given to Christ 
evinces his Deity, observes, p. 140, ‘‘ We find 
the name of God and even the name Jehovah 
applied as an appellative to others without 
establishing any argument for asserting their 
deity,” and mentions Jer. xxxi. and Exodus 
xvii. 12, in which Moses terms the altar Je- 
hovah Nissi, adding the sneer just noticed, “ It 
is fortunate that some sect has not hitherto 
arisen maintaining the Deity of Jerusalem and 
this altar of Moses;” it may not be amiss to 
offer a remark or two on the subject of Mames 
given by God in scripture. Although many 
given by men have been sad misnomers, witness 
Zedekiah ‘*God my righteousness,” Absalom 
‘«Father of peace,” and others; yet in every 
instance wherein God has given a name, it has 
been strictly descriptive of the person, the thing, 
or the circumstance to which it refers. But 
while some of these are Simple Names, as Abra- 


186 


ham, Israel, and the incommunicable name 
Jehovah, the Self-existent, from the verb M7 
havah, “ to be, to exist,” which is applied to no 
one throughout the Scriptures beside the Sacred 
Three ; others are Compound Names descriptive 
of facts relative to Jehovah, and given to both 
persons and things. These demonstrate the 
truth of these facts; but as they are not simply 
the name Jehovah, no one but our author sup- 
poses them proofs of Deity. Thus no one sup- 
poses that Jehovah-jireh, “ the Lord will see or 
provide,” given by Abraham to the place where 
he offered Isaac, was intended to deify that 
place, but to perpetuate the fact that the Lord 
did there provide a sacrifice instead of Isaac ; 
—that Jehovah-nissi, ‘‘ the Lerd my banner,” 
given by Moses to his altar, intended any thing 
more than that God was his banner against the 
Amalekites ;—that Jehovah-tsidkenu, ‘‘ Jehovah 
our Righteousness,’ the name man should call 
Jerusalem or Christ’s church, was intended to 
deify her, but to demonstrate that her Lord 
and Head who is her Righteousness, is indeed 
Jehovah ;—or that Jehovah-shammah, ‘‘ Jehovah 
there,” in Ezekiel xlviii, which our translators 
have rendered, ‘‘ the Lord is there,” was in- 
tended to deify the city he saw in vision; but 
to foretel that it should be Jehovah's abode. 
These compound names, however, are not con- 
fined to such as include the name Jehovah ; 
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Hephzibah, ‘‘ my delight in her,” is precisely of 
the same kind, and confirms the fact that Ged’s 
delight is in his church. Yea Magor-missabib, 
‘‘ surrounded with terror,’ was given by God 
to Pashur, Jeremiah xx. to denote his being 
made a terror to himself and to all his friends. 
Compound names, therefore, do not of them- 
selves express deity; but they express facts 
more strongly than simple assertions or propo- 
sitions. Thus the compound name Jehovah- 
tsidkenu, ‘‘ Jehovah our Righteousness,” given 
by the Holy Spirit to the Redeemer, perpetuates 
the glorious truth, that the Son who created 
our righteousness by his own obedience to the 
divine law, is Jehovah; and Jmmanuel, <‘ God 
with us,” equally perpetuates the fact, that 
he who took our nature, 1s, God over all bless- 
ed for evermore. 

These being all the passages in Jeremiah 
which our author has noticed, we beg leave to 
mention one or two which tend to illustrate 
not so much the Name, as the Divine Nature 
of the Son. In chap. v. 22, we have this ex- 
postulation, ‘‘ Fear ye not me, saith Jehovah ? 
Will ye not tremble at my presence, who have 
placed the sand for the bound of the sea by a 
perpetual decree that it cannot pass it; and 
though the waves toss themselves, yet can they 
not prevail?” This however is only a part of 
that work of creation ascribed to Him, who 
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while on earth exercised absolute dominion 
over the winds and the waves in no name beside 
his own.—Our author to impugn the Deity of 
Christ, also urges, p. 95, that “the epithet God 
is frequently applied in the Sacred Scriptures 
to others beside the Supreme Being,” adducing 
six instances wherein idols are termed gods, four 
wherein the term is applied to magistrates, and 
two wherein Moses is said to be a god to Pha- 
raoh and instead of God to Aaron. This ob- 
jection Jeremiah cuts up, chap. x. I], as al- 
ready mentioned. The gods that have not 
made the heavens and the earth, even they 
shall perish from the earth and from under 
these heavens: which declaration sweeps away 
not only the gods of the heathen, but all magis- 
terial gods, and even Moses himself as far as he 
aspired to the godhead. But from this general 
wreck of our author’s gods, Christ is exempted, 
he having ‘‘ made these heavens and laid the 
foundation of the earth.”—In chap. xvu. God 
declares, “‘ The heart is deceitful above all 
things and desperately wicked, who can know it? 
I Jehovah search the heart; I try the reins, even 
to give every man according to his ways and ~ 
according to the fruit of his doings.” He here- 
by informs us that he deems no one competent 
to the work of giving to every man “ accord- 
ing as his works shall be,” who cannot search 
the heart and try the reins of the children of 
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men. We are hence assured that the Father, 
who alone perfectly knows the Son, did not 
commit to him al/ judgment so entirely as to 
judge xo man himself, without knowing his in- 
finite fitness for the work. Nor is he mista- 
ken; the Son himself declares Rev. 11. 23, 
«And all the churches shall know that 1 am 
he who searcheth the reins and hearts; and I 
will give to every one of you according to your 
works. —In ch. xxi. 24, God says, ‘‘ Can any 
hide himself in secret places that I shall not 
see him, saith Jehovah? Do not I fill heaven 
and earth, saith Jehovah?” And of Christ 
Paul declares Heb. vi. “ Neither is there any 
creature that is not manifest in his sight; but all 
things are naked and opened unto the eyes of 
him with whom we have to do;” and Heb. 1.3, 

‘that he not merely j/ilis all _ ee but upholds 
them by the word of his power.” \ 

In Ezekiel, ch. xxvii. God says respecting a 
man who arrogated to himself the honours of 
godhead, ‘Son of man, say unto the Prince of 
Tyrus, Thus saith Jehovah God, Because thy 
heart is lifted up, and thou hast said, Tama 
god, I sit in the seat of God—yet thou art a 
man and not God, though thou set thy heart 
as God—Behold, thou shalt die the death of the 
uncircumcised by the hands of strangers; for 
I have spoken it, saith Jehovah.” How dif- 
ferent the Father’s language to the Son! “Thy 
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throne, O God, is for ever and ever.” Does he 
then respect persons? Why this different lan- 
guage to the Prince of Tyrus and to Jesus, 
when both suffered themselves to be treated as 
God ? 

Had our author examined the Prophet Da- 
niel, he might have found a degree of proof 
respecting the Deity of the Son, as well as his 
atonement, by no means unworthy of his no- 
tice. He declares ch. ii. that ‘‘ God revealeth 
the deep and the secret things, he knoweth what 
ws in the darkness.” Paul says of Christ, 1 Cor. 
iv. 5, “‘ Judge nothing before the time, until the 
Lord come, who both will bring to light the hid- 
den things of darkness, and will make manifest 
the counsels of the heart.” Our Lord himself 
however testifies that this is the work of God 
—Ye are they that justify yourselves before 
men, but God knoweth your hearts ; as does also 
Peter, Acts xv. 8, ‘* And God who knoweth the 
hearts put no difference between us and them.” 
We have here another threefold testimony that 
Christ is by Nature God. Christ’s kingdom 
also, Dan. ch. i. and vil. breaks in pieces and 
consumes all other kingdoms, while itself is 
an everlasting dominion, which shall not pass 
away. In this kingdom, however, he is adored 
and worshipped by every one of his subjects. 
If then he were not God By NaTuRE, the Cre- 
ator of heaven and earth, he and his kingdom 
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must perish from under the heavens.—We have 
already observed that in ch. ix. 24, He who is 
to make reconciliation for iniquity and bring in 
everlasting righteousness, is styled “ the Most 
Holy,” which declares him to be equal to the 
High and Holy One who inhabiteth eternity, 
witness Psalm xviii. ‘“‘ Who is holy as Jehovah ?” 
This inevitably proves his eternal Godhead. If 
‘the High and Holy One inhabiteth eternity,” 
does not ‘‘ the Most Holy ?” 7 | 

On Hosea xi. 1, “ Out of Egypt have I called 
my Son,” quoted Matt. 1. 15, our author ob- 
serves, p. 120, ‘* Both Israel and Jesus were 
carried into Egypt and recalled from thence, 
and both were denominated in the Scriptures 
the Son of God; but Israel, whois represented 
as a child of God, is described to have saecri- 
ficed to Baalim, and to have burnt incense to 
graven images—circumstances which cannot 
justly be ascribed to the Saviour.” The Evan- 
gelist’s quoting this passage, plainly shews 
that it referred to Christ as well as to Israel ; 
but the difference is manifest. Israel was God’s 
adopted son, constantly rebelling against his fa- 
ther. Jesus was God’s proper Son, of the 
same nature with his Father (as is every proper 
son), and did always the things that pleased 
Him.——- Hosea, ch. i. 5, says, ‘‘ Afterward 
shall Israel return and seek Jehovah their God 
and David their King.” As David however 
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had then been in his grave for more than two 
centuries; he could be sought only in heaven, 
in the same manner as God himself; but as our 
author does not allow of praying to deceased 
saints, who, unable to search the heart, cannot 
judge of the sincerity of prayers offered them, 
if we allow this prophecy any meaning, we are 
constrained to assign it to the Son of David, who 
searches the heart, and 1s equally omnipotent as 
Jehovah to bless those who seek him. 

On no other of the Prophets beside Zecha- 
riah and Malachi does our author offer any re- 
mark, and to his animadversions on these we 
have already replied. ‘There are, however, 
several passages in the other Prophets by no | 
means unworthy of his notice. Joel, ch. ii. is 
quoted by Peter, Acts i. ‘‘ And whosoever 
shall call on the name of Jehovah shall be saved,” 
which Peter there applies to Jesus. Paul also 
addresses himself to ail who in every place 
call on the name of the Lord Jesus Christ. This 
also proves Christ to be Jehovah.—Amos says, 
ch.iv. 13, ‘* For lo, he that formeth the moun- 
tains, and createth the wind, and declareth 
unto man what is his thought, Jehovah the God 
of Hosts is his Name.” As these characteristics 
all unite in Jesus, we need no other testimony 
to his Godhead.— Zechariah says, ch. i. 2, 
‘© And Jehovah said unto Satan, Jehovah rebuke 
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thee, O Satan, even Jehovah that hath chosen 
Jerusalem, rebuke thee. Is not this a brand 
plucked out of the fire?” This passage with 
ch. u. 7, ‘* Thus saith Jehovah of Hosts, after 
the glory hath Jehovah sent me,” and ch. xi. 7, 
** Awake, O sword, against the man who is my 
fellow, saith Jehovah of Hosts;” form another 
threefold testimony to the distinct personality of 
the Son and his eguadity with the Father. 

We have now met our author on his own 
ground, and in compliance with his own sug- 
gestion examined the bocks of the Old Testa- 
ment in their order respecting the Derty, as 
well as the Atonement of the Son of God. 
And although this has deprived us of those ad- 
vantages which arise from selecting and con- 
densing evidence, even this method has poured 
such a flood of light on the Deity of the Son 
and his Equality with the Father, as leaves no- 
thing to be farther desired. It is not the voice 
of one writer merely, it is the uniform language 
of the Divine Writers through a period of 
nearly sixteen hundred years. This body of 
evidence adduced, is not founded on one or two 
passages which criticism might hope to shake ; 
it is founded on nearly Two Hundred different 
Testimonies, which nourished the faith and 
piety of the true worshippers of God age after 
age. All hope of shaking it therefore is totally 
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vain. Could one or two of these testimonies 
be invalidated—or ten—or even twenty, this 
doctrine would still remain immovable. This 
however is only one of the five sources of evi- 
dence mentioned, that furnished by the Old 
Testament; the testimony of Jesus—of the 
Evangelists—of the Apostles—of the Blessed 
above in the book of Revelation, have been ex- 
amined no farther than as confirming and illus- 
trating this :—and we regret exceedingly, that 
after the utmost conciseness has been studied, 
our limits will allow us to take little more no- 
tice of the remaining evidence, than will be in- 
volved in briefly examining the objections of 
our author, contained in his Second and Third 
Chapters, to which we immediately proceed. 


SECTION IV. 


Rammohun Roy’s Second Chapter, ‘‘ Natural Inferiority 
of the Son to the Father,” examined. , 


Wuite all the objections to the Deity of 
Christ in these two Chapters are completely 
met by the body of evidence already adduced, 
as it may be satisfactory to some to see how 
weak these are, we will briefly notice them, 
although their desultory nature will compel us 
in doing it to repeat again and again the evi- 
dence already adduced. We may first observe, 
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that the question turns wholly on the Divine 
Nature of the Son; and if the body of evi- 
dence already submitted to the reader, be de- 
cisive on this point, as he is ‘‘ the same,” his 
humbling himself to become man, can make no 
change in his nature. We may also add, that 
the season when he laid aside his glory and 
took on himself the form of a servant, was not 
the fittest to furnish proofs of his Deity; since 
his infinite love and faithfulness would con- 
strain him to act perfectly as a servant, a cha- 
racter as opposite to that of deity, to which be- 
longs supreme dominion, as the east is to the 
west. Hence, while thus emptying himself of 
his glory, he of course gave no farther indi- 
cations of his deity than circumstances abso- 
lutely required. | 

Our author’s first objection is, ‘“‘ Admitting 
for a moment, that the positions of the Editor 
are well founded, and that the Saviour was in 
possession of attributes and powers ascribed to 
God, have we not his own express and often 
repeated avowal, that all the powers he mani- 
fested were committed to him as the Son by 
the Father of the Universe?” To this we at 
once answer; No. That he was appointed by 
the Father to act as Mediator between Him and 
sinners, we have already seen; for without this 
he could have been no Mediator between his 
Father and his offending creatures, unless he 
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had acted as the Father’s Lord instead of his 
Equal or Consociate. But that he even as 
Mediator possessed a single power, perfection, 
or attribute, which was not eternally herent 
in his Divine Nature, we not only deny; but 
we ask our author to point out one attribute or 
perfection in the Father himself, which from 
Scripture testimony the Son has not been al- 
ready shewn to possess. But to his argument. 
‘The sun although he is the most powerful 
and most splendid of all created beings, has 
yet no claim to be considered identical in na- 
ture with God, who has given to the sun all the 
heat and animating warmth which he sheds 
on our globe.” To this we reply. What is the 
sun to its Maker? If the sun has no claim to 
‘Godhead, has its Maker none? Yes; for our 
author says, ‘“‘ God has given to the sun all its 
light and animating warmth.” . But as all things 
were made by Him, and without him was not 
any thing made that was made, this God is 
Jesus Christ! —— Further, says our author, 
‘to effect a material change without the aid 
of physical means, is a power peculiar to God;” 
yet this power Christ not only possessed, but 
bestowed on his apostles. Thus does our author 
confirm the Deity of Christ in his first attack 
thereon. As his asking, ‘‘ Did God then deity 
man by bestowing on him his own likeness and 
sovereignty over all living creatures?” is in 
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a creature by thus creating him? we presume 
he expects no answer. 

The nineteen passages our author brings to 
disprove the Son’s deity, by shewing, that while 
he thought it not robbery to be equal with God, 
he really emptied himself of his glory, took upon 
him the form of a servant, and was made in 
the likeness of men, and being found in fashion 
as a man, he humbled himself, and became 
obedient unto death, can prove nothing to his 
purpose, till they shew that his thus becoming 
incarnate changed that Divine Nature which he 
possessed from eternity, and respecting which 
the Father testifies, Thou, Jehovah, “art the 
same.’———That ‘‘ the kingdom which Christ 
delivers up to his Father” in 1] Cor. xv. is the 
Mediatorial kingdom, has been already shewn 
from the Father’s own declaration, ‘‘Thy throne, 
O God, is for ever and ever.” Not until a 
thousand years after this declaration was made, 
however, did the Son empty himself of his 
glory by assuming our nature; and his media- 
torial kingdom is only for a season, yea he will 
have delivered it up to the Father before he 
fold up the heavens and change them as a ves- 
ture is changed. But after that period, his 
throne, as Jehovah God, remains for ever and 
ever. To say that in the mouth of the Father 
‘* for ever and ever” means only a limited pe- 
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riod, is to destroy the eternity of God himself. 
Thus, “ Jehovah shall reign for ever and ever,” 
that is, for a limited period, after which he 
ceases to reign, and there will be no God! 
Relative to Christ’s being the ‘“ First-born 
of every creature,” we reply with Dr. Owen, 
whose work on Socinianism has never been an- 
swered :—‘‘ It is not said Christ is T PWTOKTIOTOC, 
first-created ; but zgwrorokoc, the first-born: and 
Christ is so the First-born, as to be the ONLY 
Begotten Son of God, He is so the first-born of 
évery creature, that he is before them all, above 
them all, heir to them all, and so no one of 
them.” That the “first-born,” and the “ first 
begotten from the dead,” cannot be taken lite- 
rally, is evident, for Christ in his human na- 
ture was neither the first-born of mankind, nor 
the first raised from the dead, as he himsels 
raised Lazarus from the grave before he rose 
from the dead himself. Both expressions there- 
fore necessarily denote pre-eminence ; and that 
they refer to his Human Nature is fully proved 
by the context, in which his creation of all 
things simply and absolutely, is most empha- 
tically expressed :—first, in general, ‘by him 
were all things created.” Then a distribution 
is made of these “all things” into all things 
that ‘‘are in heaven” and that “are in earth.” 
Then two terms are used which include all 
creatures whatever, namely “ visible and invi- 
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sible;” and as things mmvisible, being of the 
greatest eminence and dignity, might seem ex- 
empted from being created by Jesus Christ, 
an enumeration is made of these, whether they 
be thrones, or dominions, or principalities, or 
powers. .This done, the general fact is again 
repeated, ‘‘ all things were created by him,” 
whether expressed in the enumeration or not ;— 
and it is added, <‘all were created for him,” as 
is said of the Father, Rom. xi. 36, “‘ For of him, 
and through him, and for him are all things; 
to whom be glory for ever and ever.” The 
whole is confirmed by a declaration completely 
fatal to the idea of his being a creature, ‘* And 
he is Jefore all things, and By him all things con- 
sist.” So also when John terms him “the first 
begotten from the dead,” he describes him as 
equally omnipotent with the Father to bless the 
churches with grace and peace,—the Searcher 
of hearts,—the Almighty. 

We have already said that no ‘‘ powers” or 
attributes were or could be conferred on the 
Son, seeing that before he condescended to 
lay aside his glory, and take on himself the 
form of a servant, he was Jehovah, the Al- 
mighty God, omniscient, omnipresent, the Cre- 
ator and Upholder of all, adored and wor- 
shipped by the highest archangel. That certain 
““powers” therefore were conferred on Jesus, 
not as a man, but “ as the Messiah, Christ, 
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the anointed Son of God,” is wholly ground- 
less, for on Jehovah God, ever the same, no 
new ‘‘ powers” could be conferred : and he was 
never man but as the Messiah. ‘ Powers” 
therefore distinct from authority, in other words 
natural attributes or perfections, he received 
none; they necessarily existed in himself from 
eternity; otherwise God, who cannot lie, could 
not have said of him, ‘‘ Zhou art the same,” 
since the least addition of the least quality 
either before or after this period, must have 
dishonoured the Divine veracity for ever.—Our 
author’s saying that Jesus spoke of himself ‘as 
vested with high glory from the beginning of the 
world,” instead of before the foundation of the 
world, is unworthy of him. If it arose from 
carelessness, such carelessness was unworthy 
of one professing to investigate this doctrine. 
If it did not, it was worse. 

His mention of the nature in which Christ 
‘lived with God before the creation of the 
world, and of course before his assuming the 
office of the Messiah” in our nature, p. 17, is 
sufficiently curious; as is what he adds p. 18, 
that ‘‘in his mere corporeal nature Jesus was 
inferior to his Maker, and it must therefore have 
been his spiritualnature of which he here avowed 
the inferiority to that of God, —tor, afterwards 
he ridicules the idea of Christ’s having two na- 
tures; see p. 108, 109, 118, and 172!!! We wall 
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simply state the doctrine of Scripture on these 
points :—Our Lord prays, ‘‘ And now, O Father, 
vlorify thou me with the glory I had with thee 
before the world was,” which Micah declares was 
from everlasting—and the Father, by saying 
“Thou art the same,” that it was from eternity. 
But when he emptied himself of his glory, did he 
lay aside his Divine Nature, of which this glory 
was merely the shadow? Reflect for a mo- 
ment on what the term glory implies. Un- 
derstood either of praise or of grandeur, it is 
merely the reflection or indication of a glorious 
nature. When God the Father gave the Son 
glory, was it deserved glory, ornot? If not, it 
was glory of which he was unworthy, and 
which it was infinitely unworthy of God to 
bestow. Butif it was deserved glory, it was 
that of which his Nature was worthy,—and the 
Father’s giving it to him when no being existed 
beside the Sacred Three, was the Father’s at- 
testation to the Son’s eternal Godhead. When 
men are exhorted ‘“ to give unto God the glory 
due to his name,” are they exhorted to give to 
God, his almighty and eternal Godhead? or 
merely to acknowledge its existence? Thus 
by the Father’s giving the Son glory before the 
world was, he testified that he necessarily pos- 
sessed from eternity a Divine Nature worthy 
of that glory, even such as rendered him “ the 
fellow, the consociate” of the Father. John 
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xvi. duly examined, then, cuts up the idea to 
support which our author quotes this passage. 

Our author would fain have it granted him 
without his adducing the least proof, that the 
term Son necessarily implies an zferiority of 
nature to the Father. This however he asks in 
vain. Even the name ‘‘Son” implies an equa- 
lity of nature with the Father. Among men 
the son may be inferior to the father in years, 
in knowledge, in office; but a oneness of nature 
with his father he must possess. Our ques- 
tion is indeed only about the Nature of the 
Son. With Jehovah time and years can have 
no place ; 

*‘ He fills his own eternal now, And sees our ages waste.” 
Every idea of time is cut off by Micah’s inform- 
ing us that the Son is from everlasting,—by the 
Father's declaring, ‘‘ Thou, O Jehovah, art the 
same.” ‘To fix a limited duration to the terms 
“everlasting” and ‘‘ for ever and ever,” re- 
specting Jehovah the Son, would be equally 
fatal to the eternal existence of Jehovah the 
Father. He who penetrates eternity and fixes 
the time when Jehovah the Son was not, may 
by the same arguments prove that there was a 
time when Jehovah the Father was not, and 
when — there was no God in the unwerse. In 
Rev. i. 8, when he styles himself, ‘‘ Alpha and 
Omega, the beginning and the end, the Al- 
mighty,” Christ declares his own eternal ex- 
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istence in precisely the same terms used respect- 
ing the Father in a preceding verse, ‘‘ Him who 
is, and was, and is to come.” 

But we are wholly saved the labour of ascer-_ 
taining by inference the Deity of the Son. His 
nature is defined and ascertained in the Old 
Testament as fully as that of Moses, or Abra- 
ham, or any other individual. It is there de- 
clared, as we have already seen, that ‘ the 
Son,” whenever mentioned, designates a Being 
as tremendous in his wrath, and as potent to 
bless, as God the Father,—a Being who is Je- 
hovah God, whose throne is for ever and ever, 
who hath created heaven and earth, who is 
adored by the highest archangel, and who is 
ever ‘‘the same.” Hence, whenever the Son is 
afterwards mentioned, the unchangeable Jeho- 
vah, the Almighty Creator of all things is as 
really intended, as the Father of Isaac is in- 
tended by Abraham, the Hebrew lawgiver by 
Moses, or the father of Solomon by David. He 
who after this Divine testimony defines the Son 
differently, or affirms him to be any other than 
this, in effect says to the Divine Father, “ In 
giving this testimony respecting the Son thou 
art mistaken. Although thine understanding 
is infinite, and thou alone knowest the Son, I 
who am of yesterday, and incapable of under- 
standing fully my own nature, feel certain that 
thy. testimony concerning the Son cannot be 
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true, and that he cannot be what thou hast de- 
clared him.” This is the precise language of 
every new definition of ‘* the Son,” and of every 
cavil at that already given of him by the Divine 
Father. But—let God be true, and every man 
a liar. | 

Our author hints that in the Sacred Writings 
others have been termed ‘“ the Sons of God.” 
This however only proves that Christ is By 
NATURE the Son of God, while all others are 
sons of God by adoption, or metaphorically. Christ, 
Rom. viii. 32, is termed God’s Own Son in op- 
position to believers who are sons by adoption. 
To shew that he is of the same nature and es- 
sence with the Father, the Holy Spirit also terms 
him not merely the Only Son, but the Only be- 
gotten Son of the Father, thereby cutting off all 
others termed sons from being of the same na- 
ture. It is impossible indeed that He who is 
the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob,—who 
brought Israel out of Egypt into the land he had 
sworn to give their fathers,—who was wor- 
shipped by the patriarchs and prophets as the 
Maker of heaven and earth, and the giver of 
every blessing,—who is declared by the Father 
to be Jehovah God, and who declares himself 
to be the Almighty Searcher of hearts, should 
not be equal in nature to his heavenly Father. 

These testimonies incontestably prove that 
the Son is not only one in “ will and design” 
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with the Father, ‘‘ but one in Nature.” The 
declaration John xvii. 22, “ that they may be 
one, even as we are one, was made at a time 
and to persons totally different from that in 
John x. 30, “ I and my Father are One.” The 
latter was made to the gainsaying Jews, and 
the former in prayer to his heavenly Father ; 
nor is there the least hint given that any doubt 
had arisen among the disciples respecting the 
expression ‘ I and my Father are One.” Fur- 
ther, Christ did not pray that his disciples 
might be one with Him and his heavenly Father, 
with which thought our author has so amused 
himself. The oneness which Christ prayed 
they might obtain was, a oneness among them- 
selves IN him and his Heavenly Father, of which 
he proposes the union between himself and his 
Father as the grand exemplar. But is there no 
other oneness between the Father and the Son 
than a concord of will and design? Does not 
this very comparison necessarily imply a One- 
ness of Nature between the Father and the Son? 
What is the basis of that union between the fol- 
lowers of Christ, which he prayed might become 
as perfect as that between the Son and the Fa- 
ther? Is it not a common human nature? 
Further, what completes their perfect union as 
Christians? Is it not their partaking of one re- 
newed nature—nay, 1s not their union perfected 
in exact proportion as they egually partake of 
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this renewed nature ? If then a perfect equality 
in a renewed and righteous human nature, ren- 
der Christ’s disciples perfectly on, there must 
necessarily be a perfect equality of Divine Na- 
ture in its great exemplar, that between the 
Father and the Son, as the least difference here 
would render imperfect this ineffable concord of 
willand design. Instead of proving our author’s 
point, therefore, this passage decidedly proves, 
that, with a Distinctness of Person, the most 
perfect Equality of Nature, essence, and holi- 
ness, must subsist between the Father and the 
Son. They are equally Jehovah, equally righte- 
ous and holy. 

Our author, it seems, has forborne “‘ to submit 
indiscriminately the whole of the doctrines of 
the New Testament to his countrymen,” from 
experience that “ such metaphorical expressions 
when taken singly and without attention to 
their contexts, may be made the foundation of 
doctrines quite at variance with the tenor of the 
rest of the Scriptures.”* Did He, then, who 
gave the whole of the Scriptures to men, pos- 
sess less benevolence, or less wisdom than our 
author? When he penned it, could he have 
been aware of the unavoidable import of this 
declaration? If he was, what can we think of 
his humility? If he was not, what of his ac- 
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quaintance with the subject ?—Nor can we 
conceal our surprise that his supposing the 
sentence, “‘ That they may be one, even as we 
are one,’ to imply nothing more than a unity of 
will and design between Christ and the Father, 
should have removed all his perplexity respect- 
ing the difference of sentiment found among the 
followers of Christ.” How was it that he did 
not feel struck with the absurdity of a creature's 
creating all things and upholding them by the 
word of his power—of a creature's being the 
God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob,—of the 
highest archangel’s being commanded to wor- 
ship a creature—of the Father's declaring a crea- 
ture Jehovah, the immutable God,—of a crea- 
tures declarmg himself the Almighty, the 
Searcher of hearts? Had he found out a way 
to reconcile all these with Jesus’s being a-crea- 
ture, meek and lowly in heart, ‘‘in whom dwelt 
all truth ?” with the veracity of God who cannot - 
lie ?—or was he ignorant that the Scriptures 
contain these declarations ? 

Nothing can be more incorrect than his asser- 
tion, p. 25, that Jesus in John x. disavowed the 
charge of making himself God. If he did in- 
deed, the credit of the Precepts of Jesus is 
gone for ever; for, with reverence be it spoken, 
their author, after having borne the fullest tes- 
timony to his equality with God in ch. v. and 
ch. vii. at length prevaricates and retracts for 
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fear of death. Such however was not the Jews’ 
opinion. The confession which our author terms 
a disavowal, was the very confession for which 
they sought again to take him, because they 
_ still thought he made himself God ; and if in this 
they were mistaken, he refused to undeceive 
them, although he thereby so endangered his 
life, that nothing but his Divine prescience 
could have enabled him to foresee, that he 
should not fall a victim to their fury. Yet, had 
he died through refusing to rectify a mistake re- 
specting his nature into which he had himself 
led them, he who came into the world “ that 
he might bear witness to the truth” would have 
perished in pertinaciously witnessing a gross 
falsehood. This would also have been aggra- 
vated by the fact, that as he knew their thoughts, 
he knew that they had mistaken his meaning, 
and that his merely saying, ‘‘I do not intend 
to make myself equal with God,” would have 
removed their mistake. Rather than say this, 
however, he wrought a miracle to deliver him- 
self out of their hands. Yea, he at last chose 
to die under this very charge rather than clear 
up the mistake, if it wassuch. This was their 
last and grand charge, ‘‘ We have a law, and 
by that law he ought to die, because he made 
himself the Son of God,” which they esteemed 
blasphemy worthy of death. Our author there- 
fore is incorrect when he says, that although 
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they accused him of being the Son of God, 
** they relinquished the charge of his making 
himself equal with God ;” for he spends a page 
to prove, that a claim of sonship to God which 
implied no equality with God, so far from being 
blasphemy, was repeatedly made by good men 
in those Scriptures which they constantly stu- 
died. Whoever reads John x. from ver. 33 to 
the end, may perceive that our Lord’s reason- 
ing is, ‘“‘ Certain even in the Scriptures have 
been styled gods without blasphemy. Is it 
blasphemy then for me to claim an equality with 
God, who am readly the Son of God, and do the 
works God alone can do, thereby proving that 
the Father is in meand I in him?” So far were 
the Jews from deeming this a disavowal of his 
equality with God, that they instantly sought 
again to take him as persisting in his former 
testimony. 

To our author's query, p. 27, On what prin- 
ciple any stress can be laid in defence of Christ’s 
Deity on the prophetic expression quoted Heb. 
i. from the Psalms, “‘ Thy throne, O God, is for 
ever and ever,” we reply, merely on this prin- 
ciple, that it is spoken by Gop wHo cANNoT 
LIE. But we are astonished at the reasoning 
which, because the phrase ‘‘ for ever” must 
mean a limited time when applied to the throne 
of an earthly king, or the days of a people, can 
attach little weight thereto when spoken by 
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the everlasting God, of Him who “ remaineth 
the same” when the heavens are folded up, and 
laid aside as a vesture—and we are shocked at 
the mind which could even distantly hint ‘‘ that 
much weight could not be allowed” to the de- 
claration of the only Being our author professes 
to worship. | 

The expression of Jesus to Mary, John xx. 
17, “Go to my brethren,” &c. only proves that 
He who upholds all things by the word of his 
power, having taken on him our nature, was 
not ashamed to call his faithful followers “ bre- 
thren.”—The language of Thomas was deemed 
a declaration of Thomas’s faith by the Lord 
Jesus, who searcheth the hearts, and of whose 
precept Matt. v. 37, this would have been a 
flagrant breach had it been a vain exclamation. 
Was he deceived ? 

Does John no where desire men to believe 
that Jesus is God? What then is the meaning 
of, “‘ the Word was God”—*‘ I am Alpha and 
Omega, saith the Lord, which is, and was, and 
is to come, the Almighty’—* All the churches 
shall know that I am he who searcheth the reins 
and hearts’—“‘ I will be his God’—“ God is 
ereater than our hearts, and knoweth all things” 
—‘ Thou knowest all things.” —Of equal autho- 
rity is Paul’s reiterated declaration, ‘‘ God our 
Saviour ;” Peter's, ‘‘ the righteousness of God 
and our Saviour Jesus Christ;” and Jude’s, 
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“ To the only wise God our Saviour, be glory» 
and majesty, dominion, and power, both now 
and ever. Amen.” 

To our author's enquiry, p. 28, respecting 
what common sense points out, we reply, that 
his cause must be in a sad state when this en- 
quiry is substituted for Scripture proof, and 
that common sense can easily understand how 
one equal in Nature to another may yet be sudb- 
ordinate in Office; for she sees it around her 
every day. Common sense, however, never 
flies in the face of Divine Testimony, which, as 
we have already seen, declares that He who is 
from everlasting, Jehovah God, the Creator of 
all things, unchangeable in his nature, adored 
by angels, patriarchs, and prophets, conde- 
scended to be made flesh, and made under the 
law, for the redemption of sinful men. But 
common sense may very naturally ask, When 
did He who was “ the Most Holy” before he 
was anointed the Messiah, and who is ever 
‘the same,” need moral sanctification ? 

The apostle John wrote to demonstrate the 
Deity of Christ against the gainsayers of his 
day; and while his simplicity and integrity 
assure us, that he has not admitted one vague 
or ambiguous term, this chapter (John i.) con- 
tains that fulness of evidence respecting Christ’s 
Deity and humanity which will never be suc- 
cessfully impugned to the end of time. The 
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very first clause, ‘“‘ In the beginning was the 
Word,” which our author wisely keeps. out of 
sight, declares the eternity of the Son, and de- 
monstrates his Godhead, he who is necessarily 
existent from eternity being the Eternal God. 
His distinct personality is then shewn, “the 
Word waswith God ;” and lastly his Deity, “< the 
Word was God.” But the apostle does not 
stop here; he demonstrates his Divine Nature 
from his Works, ‘* All things were made by him, 
and without him was not any thing made that 
was made.” He then describes his Humanity, 
‘<The Word was made flesh and dwelt among 
us, and we beheld his glory, the glory as of 
the Only begotten of the Father,” thus drawing 
a line of infinite distinction between him and 
all others termed the Sons of God. This pas- 
sage alone is an answer to every thing said re- 
lative to Christ’s being subordinate to his Father, 
his growing in knowledge, &c. If he conde- 
scended to be made flesh, it became him to be- 
come an infant of days, and to be in all things 
like unto us, yet without sin. Still, while thus 
incarnate, he was the Almighty Creator, up- 
holding all things by the word of his power. 
In thus condescending to lay aside his glory 
and dwell in clay, indeed, he demonstrated his 
Godhead no less by his Almighty love and pity, 
than by his Almighty power and wisdom in 
creating and upholding all things. For that, 
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child of man who can take advantage of his in- 
finite condescension and pity in thus humbling 
himself, to impugn his Deity, we cannot but 
treble. 

The apparent contradiction implied with 
Deut. xxxil. 39, ‘‘ I am he; and there is no 
god with me,” we leave with our author, and 
ask him: Even if John was unacquainted with 
this passage, was the Holy Spirit by whom he 
spoke? We ask him farther, Who makes these 
passages clash? Only himself and those who 
like him would fain represent us as the wor- 
shippers of three separate Gods, which we deny 
as a flagrant falsehood. To us there is no con- 
tradiction; for we know that the Son and the 
Father are ONE in nature as well as in will and 
design. Our author’s begging us to understand 
that passage merely in the latter sense, avails 
nothing. We can grant nothing but on proof, 
of which in this case we have not seen the least 
vestige. 

- As to our ‘* being forced by believing the 
abundant testimonies which God has given 
of his Son, to view the Godhead in the same 
light as we consider mankind and other genera,” 
we leave that with Him. He knows his own 
Godhead infinitely better than our author ; and 
while we most firmly believe all he has revealed 
concerning himself, we leave what he has not 
revealed, entirely with Him whose language is, 
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‘To whom will ye liken me, saith Jehovah ?” 
Respecting the dreams and fables of Hindoo 
_ Polytheism, while we triumph in that pure and 
holy Revelation given by the Triune Jehovah, 
we add in his own language, ‘‘ He that hath a 
dream let him tell a dream, and he that hath my 
word let him tell it faithfully. What is the chaff 
to the wheat, saith Jehovah?” Whether their 
idols are one or ten thousand, we do not stay 
to enquire ; for ‘‘ the gods who have not made 
the heavens and the earth, shall perish from 
the earth and from under these heavens,’—and 
that they have not, their ignorance how and 
when they were made, sufficiently testifies. 
The ‘‘ unity of mankind,” however, is a curious 
idea: except in the First and Second Adam, 
where does it exist? When were all mankind 
One even “ in will and design?” Are all those 
in our author’s own city and neighbourhood one 
in idea, will, and design? If they are, why 
does his book appear ? 

That in saying, “If I do not the works of my 
Father, believe me not,” John x. 37, our Lord 
meant ‘“‘ works prescribed by the Father and 
tending to his glory,’ no one doubts. But if 
he did not also mean works proper to his Father, 
he differed nothing from his own disciples. 
That he manifested his Godhead in sending his 
disciples to work miracles in his own Name, is a 
fact that will never be disproved. Nor is it 


Qh * 


true that it was the constant practice of the Sa- 
viour to pray to the Father for the power of 
working miracles ; for he never did them in his 
Father's name, as was the invariable practice of 
the ancient prophets. It is indeed worse than 
trifling to enquire, whether he who had created 
heaven and earth, and who at that moment up- 
held all by the word of his power, was able of 
himself to turn water into wine, or to raise a 
man from the grave. If as his Father’s Media- 
torial Servant in human nature, he asked help 
of him, it was because he laid aside his own 
glory, and though rich, for our sakes became 
poor.—When working miracles however, we 
find him addressing his heavenly Father in two 
instances alone; at the breaking of bread to the 
multitude, and at Lazarus’s grave,—and even 
then he calls Lazarus from the dead without the 
least mention of the Father, a course at the most 
distant approach to which Moses would have 
trembled. Had he less piety, less love to his 
heavenly Father than Moses? ‘Lazarus, come 
forth” —‘‘ young man, arise’”—‘“‘ peace, be still” 
—‘‘] will; be thou clean,” was the constant 
language of Jesus ; while, ‘‘ Thus saith Jehovah, 
—if thou refuse to let my people go, I will 
bring the locusts into thy coasts.—-Thus saith 
Jehovah, at midnight will I go out, and all the 
first-born of the land of Egypt shall die— Be- 
hold, I will rain bread from heaven for you” — 
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‘‘ behold, I will stand before thee on the rock 
in Horeb,” &c. was the language which accom- 
panied the miracles even of Moses: and for 
saying, ‘‘ Ye rebels, must we fetch you water 
out of this rock?” both Moses and Aaron were 
shut out of the promised land. Yet Jesus who 
did always the things that pleased his Father, 
says, ‘“‘My Father worketh hitherto, and J 
WorRK, a declaration which would have been 
blasphemy in Moses, and which the Jews 
deemed blasphemy in him— merely because 
they knew not “ the Lord of Glory.” 

If it be declared in Scripture ‘ that the Fa- 
ther created all things by and ror the Son,” it 
only proves anew that the Son is equal to the 
Father in Supreme Dominion, as well as in Al- 
mighty power, since he ror whom all things are 
created, is necessarily the Supreme God. This 
is clear from Rev. iv. 11. ‘‘ Thou art worthy, 
O Lord, to receive glory, and honour, and 
power: for thou hast created all things, and 
FoR thy pleasure they are and were created.” 
Our author therefore closes this chapter on the 
‘“‘ Natural Inferiority of the Son,” by directing 
us to a passage which places his Equality with 
the Father beyond dispute, which inevitably 
proves that it is He before whom the blessed in 
heaven ‘‘ rest not day and night, saying, Holy, 
holy, holy, Lord God Almighty, which was, 
and is, and is to come.” If after this he will 
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still believe the Son to be ‘‘ produced among 
created beings,” his faith must transcend every 
thing yet named among those he terms Trinita- 
rlans. 


SECTION V. 


Rammohun Roy’s Objections to the Seven Positions, 
considered. 


We now come to the last, and by far the 
easiest, part of our work, that of meeting our 
author’s objections to the Seven Positions for- 
merly advanced in support of the Deity of 
Christ. The first of these is, that Jesus was 
possessed of Ubiquity, grounded on John iii. 13. 
“No man hath ascended up to heaven but he 
that came down from heaven, even the Son of 
Man who is in heaven.” This argument he 
allows ‘ might perhaps carry some weight 
with it, were not the frequent use of the pre- 
sent tense in a preterite or future sense ob- 
served in the sacred writings, and were nota 
great number of other passages to determine 
that the term ‘is’ in this instance must be un- 
derstood in the past sense. John viii. 58, ‘Je- 
sus said unto them, Verily verily I say unto you, 
Before Abraham was, / AM. Here the same 
verb, though found in the form of the present 
tense, must obviously be taken in a preterite 
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sense,’ p. 32. Is it not singular, and does it not 
seem almost ominous to our author’s cause, that 
he cannot raise an objection to the ubiquity of 
Christ without adducing a new proof of his 
Godhead? Why must this declaration, ‘‘ Be- 
fore Abraham was, I AM,” be taken in a preterite 
sense? Because, if it be not, our author’s cause 
dies. Did the Jews however understand it thus? 
So far from it that they esteemed it a decided 
declaration of Jesus’s equality with the Father, 
and took up stones to stone him as a blasphe- 
mer, which indeed he would have been, had 
not this declaration been the truth itself. And 
Jesus himself, meek and lowly as he was, al- 
though he knew precisely in what sense they 
understood him, rather chose to work a mi- 
racle for his own safety, than to deny his own 
divinity, or even to hint that they had mis- 
taken his meaning. Although Christ’s ubiquity 
has been fully established independently of this 
passage by the body of evidence previously 
adduced, as ‘‘ he who searcheth the heart,” 
who “ upholdeth all things by the word of his 
power, must necessarily possess ubiquity, we 
must still intreat our reader’s permission to ex- 
amine the assertion that the term ‘is’ in this 
instance must mean ‘“‘was.” It is evident that 
all the present tenses in the sacred writings 
cannot be thus understood, nor even the greater 
part of them; for this would defeat the very 
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design of different tenses, and reduce language 
to a Babel of confusion. It is then only in 
particular cases that this can occur. In pro- 
phecy the future is often used for the present, 
because to the great author of prophecy all fu- 
ture things are present. In poetry, and some- 
times in lively narrative, the present is with 
strict propriety used for the past, because the 
transaction is narrated as though passing before 
the reader's eyes. But this is neither a pro- 
phecy, nor a lively narration of past events. 
It is a grave, didactic discourse, on the clear- 
ness and accuracy of which depended the sal- 
vation of a man who had hazarded much in- 
coming to Jesus for instruction, and who, so 
far from being quick of apprehension, had al- 
ready mistaken Christ’s meaning relative to, 
that which forms the basis of real religion in 
the heart. Common humanity therefore, to 
say nothing of our Lord’s infinite benevolence, 
demanded that in further discourse with him, 
no word should be used but in its direct and 
proper sense. All this is against the alteration 
proposed by our author, as it proves that no ne- 
cessity exists for it, unless what arises from its 
being otherwise fatal to his system. Besides, 
the alteration here would be of no avail unless 
it were extended to the language of John him- 
self, ch.i.18. ‘‘ No man hath seen God at any 
time; the only begotten Son who zs im the 
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bosom of the Father, he hath declared him.” 
Nor indeed do we know to how many other 
passages the same necessity would extend, for 
no one knows the necessities of this system but 
those who, like our author, have undertaken to 
minister to them. ! 

He ‘‘ presumes, however, that no one will 
scruple to conclude, that the Son was actually 
absent from heaven during his locality on earth, 
who considers diligently John vi. 62, ‘* What, 
and if ye shall see the Son of man ascend up 
where he was before;” adding, ‘‘ The verb was 
accompanied with the term Jdefore in this pas- 
sage, positively implies the absence of Jesus 
from heaven during his stay on the earth,” and 
mentioning several other passages descrip- 
tive of his going away, and among others, John 
xvi. 28, ‘‘ 1 came forth from the father, and am 
come into the world: again, I deave the world, 
and go unto the Father.” We have already re- 
marked something ominous to our author’s 
cause in his commencing his attack on Christ’s 
ubiquity with a passage which proves him to be, 
the Eternal I AM; and this seems scarcely less 
so. Then our author is convinced that before 
Christ became incarnate, he was in heaven. If 
then he would only tell us how he was regarded 
in those realms of light and truth, previously 
to his descent on earth, he would himself settle 
this point. Here perhaps we can assist him. 
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The Father had given command, “ Let all the 
angels of God worship him:” and that this was 
meet, appears from the Son’s being Jehovah, 
the Creator of all. Down to the moment of 
his leaving heaven, then, he was worshipped by 
the highest archangel there. Thus in whatever 
sense John i. 13, be taken, our author has fully 
established the Deity of Christ. To support 
his cause, he lke some of his Unitarian bre- 
thren in Britain, should have denied that Christ 
had any existence before his conception by the 
virgin. This would, it is true, have cost him 
the labour of altering a few more passages of 
Scripture, and among the rest that which he 
has now adduced. But he would then have 
been consistent, whereas he now builds up the - 
doctrine of Christ’s Deity in his attempts to 
pull it down. | 

Our author having thus established the fact, 
that.Christ was in heaven before his descent on 
earth, and the Scriptures having shewn, that he 
was worshipped there as Jehovah God, the 
Creator and Preserver of all, we have now a 
test by which to try the truth of his assertion, 
that the verb was with the term Jefore in the 
passage just quoted, ‘‘ positively implies the 
absence of Jesus from heaven during his stay 
on the earth.” And Jehovah came down to see 
the tower which the children of men builded, 
Gen. x1. 5. And Jehovah went his way as soon 
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as he had left communing with Abraham, Gen. 
xvill. 33. And God went up from Jacob in the 
place where he talked with him, Gen. xxxv. 13. 
These passages then, on our author’s system, 
necessarily imply that while Jehovah was down 
on earth to view the tower of Babel, to con- 
verse with Abraham and with Jacob, there was 
no God remaining in heaven. A little further ac- 
quaintance with the Scriptures might have con- 
vinced him, that Jehovah, who upholdeth all 
things by the word of his power, can never be 
absent from any place, and that when he is 
said to descend to any particular place, it is 
meant that he there manifests his presence in 
a more evident manner than in other places. 
The inconsistency of the attribute of omni- 
presence with “ the human notions of the ascent 
and descent effected by the Son of Man” we 
leave with our author who has these notions. 
We have them not; and to believe that he who 
upholdeth all things by the word of his power, 
is every where at the same moment, we not 
only find easy, but we find it impossible to be- 
lieve the one without the other. He who up- 
holds all things must necessarily be present with 
all things. With him we also leave the mind 
which can affirm that ‘‘ the Son” implies ‘‘ the 
created,” after the only Being he worships has 
testified, that he is the unchangeable Jehovah, 
the Creator of heaven and earth. , 
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We now come to the Greek criticism given 
to convince the English reader, that “is” in 
John ui. 13, must mean ‘‘ was.” In this we are 
told <‘‘ that the present participle ov, ‘ being,’ 
is used in lieu of the third person singular éozt, 
‘is, a true translation of which should be 
‘the ens’ or ‘ being in heaven,’ and as the no- 
minative case o ov, ‘the being,’ requires a 
verb to complete the sense, it should be con- 
nected with the nearest verb, avaBéBnxev, ‘ hath 
ascended,’ no other verb in fact existing in the 
sentence.” Were this criticism perfectly cor- 
rect, it would not be of the least service to our 
author, as ‘ he being in heaven,” is precisely 
the same as ‘‘ he who is in heaven.” To make 
this the nominative case to the verb “ hath as- 
_cended,” therefore, would completely prove the 
ubiquity of Christ,—or involve perfect absur- 
dity. The state of the agent, ‘* being in hea- 
ven, necessarily precedes the action, and de- 
notes the present time in respect of the act im- 
plied* in ‘ hath ascended into heaven.” As 


* Our author’s reference to Bishop Middleton happens to 
be directly against his own assertion. The example which 
the Bishop gives of the use of the participle is “ accessit 
amans pretium pollicens,” respecting which he properly says, 
“ surely in pollicens there is an adsignification of time, and 
that too present time in respect of the act implied in accessit ; 
that act indeed is spoken of as being past, yet as having 
once been present ; and the meaning is, that the two acts, 


viz. accedendo and pollicendo, were simuLTANEOUS.” See p. 42. 
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‘“‘ being in heaven,” and “ ascending into hea- 
ven, are semultaneous therefore, nothing but the 
doctrine of Christ’s being in heaven and on 
earth at the same moment, could prevent the 
sentence, ‘‘ He bemg in heaven hath ascended 
into heaven,’ from expressing the grossest ab- 
surdity. 

The fact is however, that, while in Greek the 
participle preceded by the article, as in this 
case, contains within itself the force of an af- 
firmation, o oy & 7@ cvgavw, “he who 1s in heaven, ” 
is a descriptive phrase in reality belonging to 
“the Son of Man.” A similar instance occurs 
John vii. 50. “ Nicodemus saith unto them, 
(he that came to Jesus by night, being one of 
them.)” This descriptive clause, ‘“‘ he that 
came to Jesus by night being one of them,” 
contains o <\fwy, ‘‘he having come,” a participle 
preceded by the relative precisely like o wv, “‘he 
being.” This, however, our translators have 
rendered as a verb without the least hesitation. 
Further, in the same manner as Nicodemus is 
here the nominative case to the verb dAéya, 
‘« saith,” 1s ovdsc, ‘* no one,” the nominative to 
the verb avaPéBnxev, ‘< hath ascended,” in the 
passage under consideration. 

Whether the present participle with the ar- 
ticle, is used by John to express a past action 
which had now ceased and given place to its 
opposite, as must be the case if ‘‘ he deimg in 
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heaven” means, ‘he having been in heaven and 
now is not,” can be easily seen. The fact is, 
that John.is more accurate in the choice of his 
participles, than even our English translators. 
He uses the present participle with the article 
no less than Sixty-Three times in this gospel 
alone, and no less than Seven times in this very 
chapter. These therefore will enable us fully 
to decide on our author's assertion. In this 
chapter, ver. 4, we have, “‘ How can a man be 
born when he is old,” literally ‘* being old ;” on 
our author's plan ‘having been old and now 
not being so.” In ver. 15, “That no one be- 
lieving on him should perish ;” on his plan, 
*“having formerly believed on him and now 
ceasing to believe.” Ver. 18, ‘‘ He not be- 
lieving is condemned already ;” that is, ‘‘ He 
formerly not believing and now believing.” 
Ver. 20, “ Every one doing evil hateth the 
light;” i. e. ‘“« Every one having formerly done 
evil and now ceasing to do evil.” Ver. 29, 
** He having the bride is the bridegroom ;” 
i. e. ‘ He formerly having the bride and now re- 
jecting her.” Ver. 31, “‘ He being of the earth, 
is earthly,” i. e. ‘* He having been formerly of 
the earth and now ceasing to be so.” 

If we lock further, to chap. v. we find the 
present participle used ix precisely the same 
sense, and the same absurdity involved in 
giving it a past sense. Thus ch. v. 3, ‘‘ In these 
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lay a great multitude of folk, being impotent, 
blind, halt, withered ;” i. e. “ In these lay a 
great multitude having been impotent, blind, 
halt, withered, and now ceasing to be so.” 
Ver. 5, “And a certain man was there who had 
an infirmity thirty and eight years;” i.e. “having 
had an infirmity thirty and eight years, and now 
ceasing to have it.” The consummate absur- 
dity, not to say falsehood of doctrine and fact, 
which would follow from rendering these pre- 
sent participles in a Past sense, as our author 
wishes to read John ii. 13, must be obvious to 
all. Moreover when John wishes to describe 
a past state of action or being, he chooses some 
past participle. Thus in the phrase, he who 
came to Jesus by night, this being a past action, 
he selects, not the present participle, but the 
second aorist. So also in ch. v.7, “‘ He having 
made me whole,” John uses the first aorist. 
And in ch. vii. 31, ‘* Then said Jesus unto those 
who believed on him,” instead of the present, he 
employs the perfect participle. The apostle 
therefore evidently selects his participles with 
the nicest discrimination, suiting them exactly 
to the time he wished to express. 

In his attempt to repel the second proof of 
the Saviour’s Ubiquity, ‘“‘ For where two or 
three are gathered together in my name, there 
am I in the midst of them,” our author is 
scarcely less unhappy. As if hisevery attempt 
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against Christ’s Deity must tend to establish it, 
he asks, Is it not evident that the Saviour 
meant here by being in the midst of two or 
three of his disciples, his guidance to them 
when joined in searching for the truth, with- 
out preferring any claim to ubiquity? But if 
Christ guided them, must he not have been 
with them for that purpose? and if there were 
only two such little companies searching for 
the truth at the same moment, must he not 
have possessed ubiquity to guide them both? 
And if he was formerly with them, to guide 
them, has he left them now? How then can 
he be “‘ the same yesterday, to-day, and for 
ever?” But “ there are certain expressions in 
the Scriptures wherein the guidance of the 
prophets of God is also meant by words that 
would imply this promise.” Are there? Where? 
“‘ Abraham saith, they have Moses and the 
prophets; let them hear them.” . But does our 
author need to be told that this meant the 
writings of Moses and the prophets? And not 
‘to say that no author either sacred or profane 
ever thus expressed his fond hope of his writ- 
ings being immortal, we ask, Did Jesus mean 
that they had Ais writings with them? Where 
were the writings of Jesus at that time, and 
where are they now? As if to cut off all ocea- 
sion of mistake, he has not left us a single page 
penned by himself. 
Q 2 
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Our author has mistaken the meaning of the 
Second Position relative to the infinite com- 
prehension and inscrutable nature of the Son. 
It was not intended to infer the deity of every 
thing which appears ¢o men incomprehensible, 
as in that case the human soul must have been 
elevated to. that honour. But we may safely 
infer, that if the works of God be thus incom- 
prehensible to the human intellect, of Him who 
fully comprehends the infinite perfections of 
God himself, it must be said, ‘‘ His under- 
standing is infinite.” It is not, however, this 
alone on which the proof of Christ's deity here 
rests. No created being can find out the Al- 
mighty to perfection; and Jesus declares that 
his nature is equally inscrutable. If he be a 
creature then, a claim to equal inscrutability of 
nature with God is here preferred by a Crea- 
ture in whom “ dwelt all truth.” Indeed if he 
be a creature, the claim of Jesus to inscruta- 
bility of nature 7s higher than that of the Fa- 
ther! Ifhe be not God equal with the Father, 
his capacity for knowledge must be znjinitely be- 
low the Father’s. But he declares that he him- 
self can comprehend the nature of the Father ; 
hence if he be a creature, he declares that the 
Father's nature is comprehensible dy a creature, 
while he affirms that his own nature is compre- 
hensible by no creature, but by God alone. We 
here jeave our author to his choice. If he says 


229 


that the Son is equal with the Father, he allows 
that his nature is xo more mysterious than the 
Father’s; but if he says, that the Son is znferior 
in nature to the Father, he makes Him “ in 
whom dwelt all truth,” exalt his own finite na- 
ture above that of the only God whom our au- 
thor professes to worship. To his claim of 
deity for ‘‘a leaf, a visible star, or the day of 
resurrection ” from its precise time. being not 
yet ascertained, it is sufficient to reply, that 
these know nothing, much less do they compre- 
hend the mysterious nature of God. 

To disprove the Third Position, that Jesus 
exercised in an independent manner the power 
of forgiving sins which is peculiar to God alone, 
our author quoting, not Mark, but Matt. ix. 8, 
‘* But when the multitude saw it, they mar- 
velled, and glorified God who had given such 
power to man,” asks, ‘‘ Does not this passage 
convey an express declaration that Jesus was 
as much dependent on God in exercising the 
power of forgiving sins and healing the sick, 
as the prophets who came forth from God be- 
fore him?” We answer: Only in the opinion 
of the multitude, who knew him not, but took 
him for a great prophet: not, however, in 
the opinion of the scribes, who were better ac- 
quainted with their own scriptures, and who, 
although they glorified him not as God, could 
not restrain themselves from acknowledging the 
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display of his Godhead by accusing him of 
blasphemy on that very account. Had they 
thought, however, that he exercised the power 
of forgiving sins and healing in as much de- 
pendence on God as Elijah or Moses, they 
could not have accused him of blasphemy ; for 
they did not regard them as blasphemers. 
Moreover Jesus’s refusing to repel the charge 
of having acted as though equal with God, and 
his confounding them by two further displays of 
his Godhead, one of his Omniscience in an- 
swering the undeclared thoughts of their hearts, 
the other of his Almighty power by healing the 
paralytic without the least previous or subse- 
quent reference to God, (at the most distant 
thought of which Moses would have shud- 
dered,) fully declared that he then knew him- 
self to be, what he afterwards declared to John 
that he was, ‘‘ the Searcher of hearts, the Al- 
mighty who was, and is, and is to come.” 
Whether the Apostles were thoroughly im- 
pressed with a belief that the Son did not forgive 
sins as well as the Father, which is the real 
question, (for no one supposes that the Son 
came to rob the Father of his prerogative of 
forgiving sins, as much the Father’s as the 
— Son’s,) may be easily seen from their own 
trusting in Christ for the forgiveness of sins, 
which is so fully testified in their epistles. 
Relative to God's evalting him to be a Prince 
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and a Saviour to give repentance and forgive- 
ness of sins, it has been already shewn, that his 
Deity, from whence arises his right to forgive 
sins, could receive no exaltation, that being 
“ever the same.” Hence when he asks his 
Father to glorify him even as he had _ glorified 
the Father, (no very modest request from a 
creature, for it was no less than as God over 
| all,) he does not ask for any new glory, but 
only for that which he had with his Father from 
eternity. While, therefore, his right to forgive 
sins was unchangeably the same with the Fa- 
ther’s, after he had voluntarily laid aside his 
own glory, it was meet that his Father should 
restore it to him as his Mediatorial Servant, and 
in this capacity publicly exait him. Indeed, 
this exaltation of his human nature as Medi- 
ator was as much his own act as God, as it 
was the Father's, which necessarily follows 
from the Father and the Son's being ‘ one in 
will and design ;” and is most fully expressed 
in our Lord’s declaration, John v. 19, ‘* Whaz 
things soever the Mather doeth, these also doeth 
the Son likewise.” Hence he himself of his own 
will and pleasure forgives every sin which the 
Father is described as forgiving, the Father 
himself never forgiving one sin but in accord- 
ance with the wid/ and intercession of the Son. 
Still the doctrine of these scribes was accurate: 
‘««Whocan forgive sins but God only?” although, 
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not knowing the Lord of Glory, they charged 
Him with blasphemy who is God over all blessed 
for evermore. | | 

To disprove the Fourth Position, that Al- 
mighty power is claimed by Jesus in the most 
unequivocal manner, appeared so important to 
our author that he has expended thereon nearly 
six pages. He is however constrained to allow 
that the passages on which this position is 
founded ‘‘ taken simply as they stand,” (pre- 
cisely the way in which Scripture testimonies 
ought to be taken,) might very readily be un- 
derstood as implying an assertion of equality 
with the Father. And had theclause ‘‘ for the Fa- 
ther judgeth no man, but hath committed alljudg- 
ment unto the Son,” beenadded, which he ground- 
lessly charges us with having overlooked, the 
proof would have been still more complete. 
While the work of judging mankind belongs by 
nature equally to the Son and to the Father, 
the Father judgeth no man, but committing all 
judgment to the Son, even of the thoughts of 
men in every age and in every country, hath 
left on him the whole work in that great day 
which fixes the character of God, the destinies 
of all creatures, and the happiness of the uni- 
verse throughout eternity. And if he be not 
God equal with the Father, all this is left on a 
finite creature who cannot search the heart of 
one individual! 
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_judiced person can peruse the verses preceding 
and subsequent to those quoted to support the 
position, without feeling that a more explicit 
disavowal of equality with God can hardly be 
expressed by language than that which they 
contain.” we are at complete issue with him; 
for if this be the case, the credit of ‘‘ the Pre- 
cepts of Jesus” is destroyed for ever. We have 
seen already that in chap. x. Jesus when he 
solemnly declared, ‘‘ Before Abraham was, I 
AM,” so convinced the Jews that he meant to 
claim equality with God, that he escaped death 
by their hands only by working a miracle to 
deliver himself; and that in the beginning of 
this very chapter, he claimed the peculiar pre- 
rogative of God in forgiving sins, and supported 
his claim by a display of his own omniscience 
and almighty power. If, then, he afterwards 
disavowed his equality with God, He ‘‘in whom 
dwelt all truth” was guilty of such prevarication 
as must for ever destroy his credit. Our author's 
own assertion, therefore, that ‘‘ there is the 
strictest consistency between all the passages 
of the sacred books,” might have convinced him, 
how much more likely it was that he had mis- 
taken Christ’s meaning in the body of this 
chapter, than that He ‘in whom dwelt all 
truth” had prevaricated and contradicted him- 
self. Let us however carefully examine John v. 
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In the 16th verse we find that after our Lord had 
healed the impotent man and thrice demon- 
strated his deity, the Jews sought to slay him 
because he had done this on the sabbath day. 
To justify his conduct Jesus declares, ‘“* My 
Father worketh hitherto, and 1 work.” This 
provoked the Jews still more, because he had 
now said that God was his Father, ‘‘ making 
himself EQUAL witH GoD.” This observation, 
which is John’s, sufficiently shews us that not 
only the Jews, but John himself understood 
Christ’s calling God his Father, to be ‘‘ making 
himself God.” This Jesus neither denies nor 
corrects; but adds, ‘‘ the Son can do nothing 
of himself but what he seeth the Father do ;” 
which must necessarily be the case, if, as our 
author affirms, the Father and the Son are one 
‘© in will and design.” But Jesus adds further, 
‘* For what things soever he doeth, these also 
doeth the Son likewise.” A more full declaration 
of equality with the Father cannot be imagined. 
How could the Son do whatsoever the Father 
doeth, if he were not equal to him in power, 
wisdom, truth, justice, mercy? Can the high- 
est archangel do whatsoever the Father doth ? 
Can he with him sit on the throne of the uni- 
verse, preserving both man and beast, judging 
righteously, his eyes running to and fro the 
whole earth to make himself strong in behalf of 
them whose hearts are perfect towards him ? 
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He then adds, ‘“‘ for the Father sheweth the 
Son all things that himself doeth.” As he who 
spoke this was the unchangeable Jehovah, the 
Almighty Searcher of hearts, who had created 
all things, and at that moment upheld them by 
the word of power, we are at no loss for his 
meaning here. Indeed what finite being could 
understand all that God doeth, if shewn him ? 
Who can find out the Almighty to perfection ? 
Only He who alone knoweth the Father. Jesus 
adds, ‘‘ For as the Father quickeneth the dead, 
even so the Son gwickeneth whom HE WILL.” 
Here then he declares himself equal with the 
Father in Sovereignty of Will as well as in al- 
mighty power. Was this a disavowal of equa- 
lity with God? This informs us too that the 
Father does nothing of himself, nothing without 
the Son. Hence in every epistle, grace and 
mercy are sought equally of the Son as of the 
Father; and hence it follows also, that what- 
ever the Father does in forgiving sin or in any 
other way, the Son as God does it with him, 
otherwise it could not be true, that ‘‘ whatsoever 
things the Father doeth, these also doeth the Son 
likewise.” The Saviour adds, ‘‘ For the Father 
judgeth no man, but hath committed all judg- 
ment to the Son.” To create and govern man- 
kind are undoubtedly the work of the Godhead, 
but of these the final judgment is the consum- 
mation, because it fixes the eternal state of all 


236 


who have been thus created and governed. 
This, then, is the grand work of the Godhead. 
The Father however, whose it is equally with 
the Son, judgeth no man, but commits all judg- 
ment to the Son, and to the Son as the Incar- 
nate Mediator between God and man, because 
he is “ the Sonof Man.” Isall this a disavowal 
of Deity ’—But why has the Father done this ¢ 
“That all men should honour the Son even as 
they honour the Father,” although he was once 
despised as a man of sorrows and acquainted 
with griefs. To this glorious declaration of 
the Son’s Godhead, our author merely objects, 
p- 46, that this means ‘“ likeness in nature and 
quality, and not in exact degree of honour.” 
But what are the nature and quality of the 
honour paid to God the Father? Divine honour 
of the highest kind, and such as can be given 
to no creature! This alone then completely 
establishes the Deity of Christ. But the fact is, 
that this phrase as really refers to degree as to 
nature; see Matt. xx. 14, “I will give unto 
this last even as unto thee ;” that is, precisely as 
much, one penny. Instead of disavowing his 
claim to Deity then, it is evident that our Lord 
here carried it to the highest pitch, and so con- 
founded his adversaries, that they were unable 
to answer him a word. 

In what sense the Prophet to be sent was 
like unto Moses, sufficiently appears from Heb. 
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nature Christ was in all things like unto us, as 
well as to Moses, yet without sin, adds, that 
he ‘‘ was worthy of as much more honour than 
Moses, as he who builds the house is of more 
honour than the house ;” that is, as much as the 
Maker or Creator is worthy of beyond the thing 
made, adding even here, that he who made all 
things is God, which in Col. 1. he declares to 
be Jesus Christ, as we have already seen. 
That the Messenger or Angel of God, as our 
author terms the Saviour, is the God of Abra- 
ham, Isaac, and Jacob, has been already shewn 
from Judges 11. 3, “‘ And the Angel said unto 
them, J made you to go out of Egypt, and have 
brought you mto the land which J sware unto 
your Fathers ;” and from Malachi ii. 1, ‘And 
Jehovah whom ye seek, shall suddenly come 
into his temple, even the Messenger of the Co- | 
venant whom ye delight in.” Why should it 
offend our author that when the Son for the 
suffering of death took upon him the form of a 
servant, he was really made in all things lke 
unto us though without sin, and hence that like 
man he was once an infant of days, and increas- 
ed instrength and knowledge ? Had his human 
body been omnipotent, and his human soul 
omniscient and omnipresent, how could he 
have been made in all things like unto his bre- 
thren ? how could he have been ‘‘ crucified in 


weakness?” how could he have ‘“ suffered the 
just for the unjust to bring us to God ?” It is’ 
quite enough that he who united the human 
nature to his own, was from eternity the un- 
changeable Jehovah, ‘‘ the Creator of the ends 
of the earth, who fainteth not, neither is 
weary.” 

Our author’s objections to the Fifth Position, 
that Jesus’s having all judgment committed to 
him, proves his omniscience, have been so 
fully met already, that scarcely any thing re- 
mains to be added. An Omniscient Creature, 
however, is a monster of which not the least 
trace is found in the Scriptures. And that 
omniscience is essential to the act of judging 
mankind, is almost self-evident, were the Scrip- 
tures silent hereon. But this God declares 
Jer. xvii. 10, “1 Jehovah search the heart, I 
try the reins, even to give every man according 
to his ways and according as his work shall be.” 
To say, however, that the Father searches the 
heart for the Son, and having accurately judged 
of every man’s ways and doings by examining 
his heart, communicates the result of the process 
to the Son, that he may appear the judge, 
though naturally incapable of making the pre- 
vious examination, is directly to contradict our 
Lord’s declaration, that the Father judgeth no 
man, as in this case the fact would really be, 
that the Sor judgeth no man, but merely receives 
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from the Father the resw/t of his judging men’s 
hearts. Did the Father really search the hearts 
of men and decide on their works for the Son, 
however, such a course were needless. That 
his own omniscience is fully equal to the work, 
he himself tells us, Rev. 11. 28, ‘* And all the 
churches shall know that lam He which search- 
eth the hearts and reins; and I will give unto 
every one of you according to your works.” Of 
the Father’s having given the Son authority to 
judge, we have already-spoken. His giving him 
“to have life in himself,” refers wholly to his 
being the Mediator in human desh; for of his 
Divine Nature’s being the fountain of life we 
have the fullest proof: John i, ‘In him was life, 
and the life was the light of men.” John xi, “I 
am the resurrection and the life.” 1 Johnv, 
«« This is the true God, and eternal life.” 

To the Sixth Position, that Jesus accepted 
worship due to God alone, our author objects, 
‘that the word ‘ worship,’ both in common ac- 
ceptation, and in the Scriptural writings, is 
used sometimes as implying an external mark 
of religious reverence paid to God, and at other 
times as signifying merely the token of civil 
respect due to superiors; that those who wor- 
shipped Jesus did not believe him to be God, 
or one of the three persons of the Godhead and 
equal to God, and that Jesus in his acknow- 
Jedged human capacity never prayed to himself 
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or directed his followers to worship or pray to 
him.” Granting that “worship” in English, and 
meooxuvew In Greek, are sometimes used to denote 
civil respect, and that the worship paid by the 
servant to his master, Matt. xvill. 26, and by 
the people to David, meant merely civil respect, 
still the position is not touched in the least de- 
gree. Whether the blind men, the lepers, the 
mariners, and others, knew what they did in 
worshipping Jesus, is not so much the question, 
as whether Jesus knew ;. for if he suffered them 
even through ignorance to yield him Divine— 
worship, when Peter did not suffer it in Cor- 
nelius for a moment, unless he were God, he 
must have had less discernment, or less piety 
and concern for the Divine honour, than his 
own disciple. But were all who ever wor- 
shipped the Son, ignorant of his Deity? Were 
the apostles when they worshipped him after 
his resurrection? Was Thomas when he ad- 
dressed him as his Lord and his God? Was 
Stephen when he committed to him his depart- 
ing soul in language similar to that in which 
Christ on the cross had committed his to the 
Father? Was Paul when he besought him 
thrice that the messenger of Satan might depart 
from him? Were those who first trusted in 
Christ, and those who in every place called on 
the Lord Jesus? Were Paul, Peter, and John, 
when they sought grace and peace for the 
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churches from the Lord Jesus precisely as from 
Godthe Father ? Aboveall, was the Father when 
he, addressing the Son as Jehovah God, ever 
the same, commanded all the angels to worship 
him? If these were not ignorant of his Deity, 
whatever might have been the case with the 
lepers, mariners, &c. he is God, infinitely wor- 
thy of worship ;—or the apostles, the primitive 
saints, and the angels in heaven, were guilty 
of idolatry, and with reverence be it spoken, 
its grand encourager is the Eternal Father, 
‘‘ who will not give his glory to another.” 

That in the state of humiliation in which his 
- infinite love to sinners had placed him, and in 
which he declared, “ If I honour myself, my 
honour is nothing,” he should pray to himself, 
or formally prescribe this to his disciples, was 
scarcely to be expected. To glorify him was 
the proper work of the Holy Spirit, who after 
his ascension was pleased to be known as “ the 
Spirit of Christ,” and respecting whom Jesus 
declared, that he should lead his apostles into 
all truth. But hé immediately led them to 
deem Christ ‘‘ God the Saviour,”—‘“‘ God over 
all blessed for evermore,’—‘‘ The only wise 
God our Saviour ;” to pray to him, to trust in 
him, and to seek from him grace and peace, 
and all those blessings which God alone can 
bestow. If therefore Christ be not God equal 
with the Father, the Spirit of Christ, instead of 
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leading his disciples into all truth, led them into 
the most extensive system of falsehood and ido- 
latry the world has ever beheld. 

To the Seventh and last Position, that Jesus 
associated his own name with that of God in the 
rite of Baptism intended to remain in force to the 
end of the world, our author merely objects, 
that while a profession of faith in God is common 
to all the religions supposed to be founded on 
the Old Testament, they are distinguished from 
each other “‘ by a public profession of faith in 
their respective founders, expressing such pro- 
fession in language that may clearly exhibit the 
inferior nature of these founders to the Divine 
Being, ’—and hence that the Jews “ believed 
the Lord and his servant Moses,” and the Mo- 
hummudans profess faith in God and also in 
Mohummud his messenger—and Christians are 
baptized in the name of the Father and the Son, 
which epithet Son ‘‘ ought to be understood 
and admitted by every one as expressing the 
created nature of Christ, though the most highly 
exalted among all creatures.” This abject beg- 
ging of the question in dispute, we will after-. 
wards examine. We shall first strike Mo- 
hummud, however, quite out of the question :— 
as the Koran’s pretending to be a Divine Reve- 
lation when it is not, stamps falsehood on its 
forehead ; nothing it contains can prove or dis- 
prove any doctrine whatever. ‘To its dreams, 
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as well as to these of the Hindoo writers, our 
answer is, ‘‘ He that hath a dream let him tell 
a dream, and he that hath God’s word let him 
tell it faithfully. What is the chaff to the 
wheat, saith Jehovah?” The Jews, who alone 
remain, had no formulary by which each person 
devoted himself to the worship and service of 
God as do Christians in baptism. But had the 
passage quoted from Exod. xiv. 31, been that 
formulary, instead of being a part of a narrative 
describing their feelings when they saw their 
enemies lying dead on the shore of the Red Sea, 
the omission in the baptismal rite of the clause 
«‘ his servant” would have been fatal to his ob- 
jection. Ifit were necessary to add the phrase 
«‘his servant” to Moses, the proper name of a 
man who had never urged the most distant claim 
to Deity, for the sake of guarding against the 
appearance of placing a creature on an equality 
with God, how much more necessary was it 
here, when the Son had permitted the worship 
of his disciples, and pointed them to those 
Scriptures which described him as the Creator 
of all, Jehovah God, ever the same; and when 
He, acknowledged by our author himself to be 
the Supreme Being, is mentioned merely by 
the correlative term ‘‘the Father.” If then the 
phrase ‘‘ his servant” marks the zn/erior nature 
of this Messenger of God, the omission of it in 
the circumstances just mentioned, unavoidably 
R 2 
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proves the quality of the Father and the Son, 
and their equal right to the service, the worship, 
the hearts of all commanded thus to be baptized 
to the end of time. The fact is, that Jesus’s 
having prescribed this solemn declaration him- 
self, and his adding, ‘“ Lo, lam with you always 
even unto the end of the world,” would alone 
prove that he deemed himself equal with the 
Father. If being a mere creature, he left this 
baptismal declaration ambiguous for want of 
thought, never was there so fatal an ambiguity, 
as it involves not only the ruin to the end of 
time of the sincerest of mankind, who, if Christ 
be a mere creature, must have renounced the 
worship of those by nature no Gods, for that of 
one also by nature no God; but the corruption of 
the only system of religion which professes to 
deliver mankind from idolatry. But if he left 
this ambiguous with a perfect knowledge of all 
circumstances, in thus associating his name 
with that of the Father, the meek and lowly 
Jesus, in whom dwells all truth, if a mere crea- 
ture, has exhibited an instance of falsehood, 
arrogance, and blasphemy, unparalleled in the 
history of men. 

But we may as well examine the only initia- 
tory rite found in the Old Testament: Circum- 
cision, while it varies from Baptism in other 
circumstances, differs from it in this, that it was 


245 


performed in no name. Had it indeed, Jesus 
himself assures us, that it would not have been | 
in that of Moses, when he says John vii. 22, 
“* Not that it is of Moses, but of the fathers.” 
But by whom was it instituted? We find in 
Gen. xvii. that after God had promised to give 
to Abraham and to his seed, the land wherein he 
was a stranger, and to be their God, he added, 
‘« And ye shall circumcise the flesh of your fore- 
skins, and it shall be a token of the covenant 
between me and you.” This rite, then, was a 
token to every Israelite that the God of Abra- 
ham was his God. We have already seen, how- 
ever, from Gen. xxvii. 13, that the God of Abra- 
ham was He who appeared to Jacob at Bethel, 
‘‘the Angel who redeemed him from all evil,” 
and whom he intreated on his death-bed ‘‘ to 
bless the lads ;” and from Judges ii. 1, that it 
was the ‘‘Angel who rebuked the people at 
Bochim” after having brought them out of Egypt 
into the land he had sworn to give their fathers, 
even Jehovah “ the Angel of the Covenant,” 
whose way John Baptist was to prepare. Thus 
a due examination of ancient but infallible re- 
cords decidedly proves, that He who in bap- 
tism associated his own name with that of the 
Father and the Holy Spirit, was Jehovah who 
instituted the covenant of circumcision, and 
was solemnly chosen for their God by the pa- 
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triarchs, the prophets, and all the good in Israel 
down to that day. Hence, as he changes not, 
it is self-evident that he “in whom dwells all 
truth,” could have inserted his name in this 
solemn commission with no other view than that 
of being adored as Jehovah, to the end of 
time. 

But never was there a more humble begging 
of the question than the assertion ‘‘ that the 
epithet Son ought to be understood and ad- 
mitted by every one as expressing the created 
nature of Christ.” Why ought it thus to be 
understood and admitted ? Because our author 
has adduced proof that this is its real meaning ? 
Of this not the least has appeared : can he even 
prove that among men a Son must be of anature 
inferior to his Fathers? Why then must it be 
thus understood? Because otherwise the whole 
of his system dies. Its admission, however, is 
impossible: we dare not make thus free with 
the truth of God, the object of the present re- 
quest. How can we say that God Almighty, 
the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, the 
Eternal Jehovah who changeth not,—the Crea- 
tor of heaven and earth, upholding all things by 
the word of his power, and adored and wor- 
shipped, not merely by patriarchs and prophets, 
but by the highest archangel,—He who search- 
eth the reins and hearts, and who will give to 
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every man according as his work shall be,—is 
a ‘‘created being,” without having, not only 
the angels and the saints of God, but ‘‘ every 
creature which is in heaven and earth and 
under the earth,” whose constant language is 
“blessing, and honour, and glory, and power 
be unto Him that sitteth on the throne, and 
unto the Lamb for ever and ever,’—rise up 
against us as false witnesses in the great and 
last day ? 

As our author declines renewing the subject 
relative to Christ’s declaration, ‘“‘ Lo, Iam with 
you always even to the end of the world,” which 
however we are not aware he has ever yet dis- 
cussed, we beg leave to remind him that this 
declaration rests on precisely the same autho- 
rity with ‘‘ the Precepts of Jesus;” while the 
declarations of Mohummud adduced by him, 
rest wholly on a counterfeit revelation. That 
unrighteous man, although he ventured to affirm 
many things respecting past events, in which 
no one could contradict him, yet never dared 
to declare to his followers; ‘“‘ Lo, I am with 
you always even to the end of the world.” 
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Such however was the declaration of Jesus in 
whom dwelt all truth,——and among the my- 
riads of his followers in every age who have 
prayed to him in every time of trouble whe- 
ther of body or mind, who can stand forth and 


248 


say that he has sought him in vain ?—or that 
Jesus has ever failed or forsaken any who 
have committed to him their all for time and 
eternity ? : 


SECTION VI. 


Concluding Observations.— Personality of the Holy 
Spirit—Doctrine of the Trinity—Mosheim—Locke— 
Newton.— Reflections. 


Tue baptismal commission completely es- 
tablishes the Personality of the Holy Ghost. 
If he in whom dwelt all truth has declared 
Him to be as distinct in person and as worthy 
of worship and adoration, as the Father and 
Himself, no farther evidence is needed either 
to his Personality or his Godhead. Were it 
needful indeed, a rich fulness of, Scripture 
proof could be adduced respecting the Holy 
Spirit, as well as the Son; but the selection of 
a few passages will be quite sufficient. John 
xiv. contains the following testimonies to the 
Personality of the Spirit. Ver. 13, “ And I will 
pray the Father, and he will send you another 
Comforter.” Ver. 26, ‘* The Comforter, the 
Holy Ghost, whom the Lather will send in my 
name, He shall teach you all things.” Ch. xvi. 
ver. 8, ‘‘ And when he is come, he will reprove. 
the world of sin, of righteousness, and of judg- 
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ment.” Ver. 14, “ He shall Ylorify me, for he 
shall receive of mine, and shall-shew it unto 
you.” Inthe Acts we have these testimonies 
among others: Ch. v. 3, 4, “ Why hath Satan 
filled thine heart to lie to the Holy Ghost? 
Thou hast not lied unto men, but unto God.” 
Ch. x, ‘‘ While Peter thought on the vision, the 
Spirit said unto him, Behold, three men seek thee. 
Arise therefore and get thee down, and go with 
them, doubting nothing; for I have sent them.” 
Acts xii. 2, “« As they ministered to the Lord 
and fasted, the Holy Ghost said, Separate me 
Barnabas and Saul for the work whereunio I 
have called them.” These testimonies drawn 
from passages void of all figurative language, 
of themselves completely establish both the 
Personality and the Deity of the Holy Spirit. 
The Deity and the Personality of the Son 
and the Holy Spirit being thus established, the 
doctrine of the Ever-blessed Trinity needs no 
further confirmation: it follows of course. We 
shall therefore close our testimonies from Serip- 
ture, by laying before our readers three pas- 
sages which bring the Sacred Three fully into 
view. ‘The first we select from Isaiah xlviui. in 
which One is introduced who previously de- 
clares, ‘‘ My hand also hath laid the foundation 
of the earth, and my right hand hath spanned 
the heavens: when I call unto them, they alk 
stand up together ;” and whom therefore we 
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are at no loss to recognize. He however de- 
clares, ver. 16, ‘“‘ And now Jehovah God, and 
his Spirit hath sent me.” The second is the 
passage already discussed, ‘‘ Baptizing them in 
the Name of the Father, and of the Son, and of 
the Holy Ghost;” and the third is the apostolic 
benediction, 2 Cor. xiii. 14, “< The grace of the 
Lord Jesus Christ, and the love of God, and 
the communion of the Holy Ghost, be with you 
all. Amen.” This last passage would alone 
confirm all the doctrines impugned by our au- 
thor. Had the Lord Jesus been a Creature, his 
grace, his free favour, sought for the churches 
by the apostles equally with the Father's, could 
have been of no value to them. Of what value 
to any one on earth is the grace or favour of any 
one in heaven who is not omniscient and om- 
nipresent ’—the grace of Moses? of Abraham? 
or of the highest archangel? Communion in- 
cludes intercourse and fellowship. But how 
can we have fellowship and intercourse with 
one who has no being, no existence ‘—or with 
one who is not omniscient and omnipresent ? 
—— With this testimony we are constrained to 
close; for were we to bring forth and duly un- 
fold all the testimonies to the Deity of the 
Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, contained in the 
~ New Testament alone, instead of a hundred 
pages, we should fill a large volume. 
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Respecting the opinions of men relative to 
the Deity of Christ and the Sacred Three during 
the first three centuries, we do not even enquire. 
Paul tells us that even in his time ‘‘ themystery 
ofiniquity had already begun to work; and John 
adds, that ‘“‘ many antichrists had already gone 
out into the world.” In doctrine and practice 
therefore, men in the first three centuries may 
have adhered to the Scriptures, or they may 
have swerved from them; but as this can be 
known only by bringing these to the Scriptures 
as the test, they are of no value while we have 
the Scriptures themselves. Nothing, how- 
ever, can be more incorrect than what our 
author asserts respecting the doctrine of the 
churches in the three first centuries. Even 
Mosheim, suspected as he is of being unfavour- 
able to the truth, establishes their faith in 
Christ’s Deity in the very passage quoted, 
p. 103, by our author against this doctrine. If 
those who were baptized ‘‘ made solemn pro- 
fession of their confidence in Christ,” this was 
no less than strong trust in him; and this, as 
they knew the Scriptures, they were wellaware, 
would have rendered them accursed, had Christ 
been a Creature. All indeed that can be fairly 
deduced from Mosheim is, that in the first three 
centuries they had formed no specific creed, but 
simply believed what the Scriptures revealed 
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respecting the Sacred Three,—precisely like 
the Editors of this article. But would our au- 
thor, who knows them well, be willing to rank 
them on his side of the question ? 

Respecting Locke and Newton our reply is 
precisely the same. Their opinions in divinity 
are nothing to us. If these agreed with the 
Scriptures, they were right; if not, they were 
erroneous; and that men eminent for science 
and philosophy, should yet err respecting 
Scripture doctrines, is nothing new. Not that 
we think this the case with either Newton or 
Locke. If Locke, as our author affirms, p. 161, 
really thought that the faith which makes men 
Christians includes their “‘ receiving Christ for 
their Lord and King,” Locke knew that this 
included the belief of his omniscience and om- 
nipresence, as without this, his being their King 
was only a solemn mockery: a Creature King 
in heaven, must have been more ignorant of his 
earthly subjects than the most stupid earthly 
despot. Newton’s belief of Christ’s Deity 
appears as clear as the light from our author's 
own quotation. When he said that Christians 
of all ages are represented as ‘‘ worshipping 
God and the Lamb,” he was too well acquainted 
with the Scriptures to be ignorant, that to 
equalize a creature with God in worship, is the 
height of blasphemy. 
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As to those modes of defending the doctrine 
of the Trinity with which our author so amuses 
himself, we leave them with their respective 
authors. Weneed them not. To us the Scrip- 
tures are sufficient; and respecting every re- 
ligious doctrine and practice, our language is, 
‘« To the law and the testimony ; if they speak 
not according to this, it is because there is no 
light in them.” 

We now intreat our author's permission to 
address to him a parting reflection. While we 
have endeavoured to meet his opinions as fully 
as our confined limits would permit, we have 
endeavoured to avoid every expression which 
might justly give him pain; and we now ear- 
nestly intreat him to consider in what a state 
these opinions have left him. He has forsaken 
idolatry, and has not wholly escaped reproach ; 
but has he found the religion of the Apostles 
and primitive believers? Did they not trust 
in Christ, pray to him in all their sorrows, and 
through him continually seek access to the Fa- 
ther? Did they not adore him as the Om- 
niscient Searcher of hearts, and as their Inter- 
cessor presenting their supplications to the 
Father united with his own all-prevalent inter- 
cession? And did not the consciousness of 
his being ever present with them, support them 
under every trial, and continually purify their 


254 


hearts? In like manner, the humble Christian 
at the present day, who has perhaps never 
heard a single argument formally advanced in 
support of his Deity, lives almost intuitively 
on his Saviour as God over all blessed for ever- 
more. His omniscience, his omnipresence, and 
almighty power, his infinite love, his boundless 
mercy and pity, are ever present to his mind. 
He realizes his Great Intercessor with the Fa- 
ther as acquainted with his inmost thoughts, 
his most secret desires, as sending him help in 
every time of trouble, as strengthening his 
faith, his hope, his love, his godly fear, and 
forming him after his own image. To all this 
he who rejects the Deity of Christ is an entire 
stranger. How can he pour out his soul to him 
in secret, when he does not believe him Om- 
niscient? How can he come to him daily for 
help in time of need, when he does not believe 
him to be Almighty? How can he fear to dis- 
please him even in thought, when he does not 
believe him Omnipresent? Thus from all that 
communion with the Lord Jesus, which tran- 
quillizes, rejoices, and purifies the soul, he is 
entirely cut off. Moreover he can hold no 
communion with the Holy Spirit. How can 
a person who disbelieves his very existence, 
either hold communion with the Holy Spirit, or 
fear to grieve him? And without Christ, with- 
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out the Holy Spirit, can he have communion 
with God the Father? How can he, when 
John declares 1 John 11. 23, ‘“‘ He that denieth 
the Son, the same hath not the Father,”—and 
2 John ver. 9, ‘“‘He that abideth not in the 
doctrine of Christ, the same hath not God;” 
—nay, when our Lord himself declares, ‘‘ No 
man knoweth the Father, but—he to whom the 
Son will reveal him;”’—-and ‘‘No man cometh 
to the Father but by me”? How dreadful then, 
even in this world, the state of a man in these 
circumstances! He is without a Saviour— 
without a Sanctifier—without God—and with- 
out hope in the world, unless it be hope found- 
ed on delusion. And what are his prospects 
for the eternal world? ‘There, in the only hea- 
ven the Scripture reveals, Christ is worshipped 
by the highest archangel ; and the eternal song 
of the blessed 1s, ‘‘ Thou art worthy,—for thou 
wast slain, and hast redeemed us to God by 
thy blood.” Yea, every creature in heaven— | 
unites in ascribing “‘ Blessing, and honour, and 
glory, and power, unto him that sitteth upon 
the throne, and unto the Lamb for ever and 
ever.” In this song how can our author with 
his present views ever join? How can he unite 
in these adorations? Let us then affectionately 
intreat him to re-consider the subject, and 
peruse the Scriptures anew : and may the God 
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of all grace enable him to discern the glory 
of God in the face of Jesus Christ, that he 
may in future determine ‘‘ to know nothing 
but Jesus Christ, and him crucified,”’—in whom 
are hid all the treasures of wisdom and know- 
ledge. 


THE END. 
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